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works intended to convey water to the land embraced in his entry he is,
without fault on his parft, unable to make proof of the reclamation
and cultivation of said lands, as required law, within the time
limited therefor but such extension shall not be od
of more than three years, and this act shall not tiated
for a valid existing reason.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. SMITH of Georgian. I understand the only effect of this
bill will be to give certain ¢laimants a longer time in which to
perfect their claims and get their patents.

Mr. JONES. If they make a gatisfactory showing to the
Secretary of the Interior.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. If they make a satisfactory showing.

Mr. SHAFROTH. How much longer does it grant them?

Mr. JONES. Three years.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in.

The bill was erdered to be engrossed for a third reading,
read the third time, and passed.

On motion of Mr. JoNEs, the title was amended so as to read:
“A bill authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to grant
further extensions of time within which to make proof on
desert-land entries in the counties of Grant and Franklin,
State of Washington.” :

HOMESTEAD ENTRIES FOR MINORS.

Mr. STERLING. Mr. President, since it is yet some minuntes
of 6 o'clock, I wonder if I may not call the attention of Sena-
tors to Senate bill No. 24197 I do so, and ask for its immediate
consideration.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from South Dakota
asks unanimous consent for the present consideration of a bill
the title of which will be stated.

The SEcCRETARY. A bill (S. 2419) permitting male minors of
the age of 18 years or over to make homestead entry or other
entry of the public lands of the United States.

The Senate, by unanimouns consent, proceeded to consider the
bill, which had been reported from the Committee on Public
Lands with amendments, in section 1, page 1, line 6, before the
word “minor,” to strike out “male,”” and on page 2, line 4,
after the word “ he,” to insert “ or she,” so as to make the sec-
tion read:

That in all cases wherein persons of the age of 21 'years or over are
now permitted to make homestead entry or other entry of lands under
the public-land laws of the United States any minor of the age of 18
years or over and otherwise qualified under such laws shall be permit-
ted to make such entry, subject to all the provisions of such laws in
regard to residence upon and improvement and cultivation of such
lands : Provided, however, That no minor shall be eligible to make final
homestead proof and receive a homestead patent for nng such lands
until at least 14 months after having attained the age of 21 years, nor
eligible to make final proof or receive patent on other than a home-
stead entry until he or she has attained the age of 21 years.

The amendments were agreed to.

The bill was reported to the Senate as amended, and the
amendments were concurred in. A

The bill was ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

The title was amended so as to read: “A bill permitting
minors of the age of 18 years or over to make homestead entry
or other entry of the public lands of the United States.”

EXECUTIVE SESSION, 4

Mr. BACON. I move that the Senate proceed to the consid-
eration of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. Affer eight minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at § o’clock
and 53 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Friday, August 22, 1913, at 11 o'clock a. m. ~

ranted for a
ect contests

NOMINATIONS.
Exccutive nominations received by the Senate August 21, 1913.

UNITED STATES ATTORNEY.

Edwin Lowry Humes, of Pennsylvania, to be United States
attorney for the western district of Pennsylvania, vice John H.
Jordan, whose term has expired.

REGISTER OF THE LANXD OFFICE.

A. F. Browns, of Sterling, Colo., to be register of the land

office at Sterling, vice William H. Pound, term expired.
PROMOTION IN THE ARMY.
QUARTERMASTER CORPS.

Maj. Herbert M. Lord, Quartermaster Corps, to be lieutenant
colonel from March 4, 1913, vice Lieut. Col. Beecher B. Ray,
whose recess appointment expired by constitutional limitation
March 3, 1913.

PROMOTIONS AND APPOINTMENTS IN THE NAVY.

Passed Asst. Surg. Charles (. Grieve to be a surgeon in the
Navy from the 22d day of January, 1913.

The following-named citizens to be assistant surgeons in the
Medical Reserve Corps of the Navy from the 13th day of Au-
gust, 1913:

Guthrie McConnell, a citizen of Pennsylvania, and

Howard A. Tribou, a citizen of Maine.

Carpenter Joel A. Davig to be a chief carpenter in the Navy
from the 19th day of April, 1913.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Ezecutive nominations confirmed Yy the Senate August 21, 1913.
GOVERNOR GERERAL OF THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS.

Francis Burton Harrison to be Governor General of the Phil-
ippine Islands.

POSTMASTERS.
NEBRASKA,
Andrew B. Anderson, Florence.
J. E. Scott, Osmond.
Orren Slote, Litchfield.
Rainard B. Wahlquist, Hastings.
NORTH DAKOTA.
Frank J. Callahan, MeClusky.
Andrew D. Cochrane, York.
James J. Dougherty, Park River.
P. J. Filbin, Steele.
Charles E. Harding, Churchs Ferry.
Carl Jahnke, New Salem.
Robert A. Long, Drayton.
J. H. McLean, Hannah.
W. T. Reilly, Milton.
RHODE ISLAND,
Thomas H. Galvin, East Greenwich.

SENATE.
Frmay, August 22

MH,
The Senate met at 11 o'clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday’s proceedings was read and approved.

GOODS IN BOND (8. DOC. NO. 168).
The VICE PRESIDENT Inid before the Senate the following
communication, which was read:

1913.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT, .
Washingion, August 21, 1913
The PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES BENATE.

BIR: In compliance with a resolution of the Benate of the 1st instant,
requesting for the use of the Benate certain information relative to
goods remaining In warehonse without the payment of duty August 1,
1912, and Auvgust 1, 1013, I have the honor to advise you that the
values and duties requested are as follows:

Value of merchandise in warchouse Aug. 1, 1012_________ $71, 561, GDS
Duty on same under present tariff 40, 767, 828
Value of merchandise In warehouse Aug. 1, 1013________ 104, 576, 937
Duty on same under present tariff = 58, 2586, 272
Estimated duty under H. R, 8321 on merchandise in ware-

house Aug. 1, 1013 48, 409, 214

Respectfully,
JOHY SEKELTON WILLIAMS,
Acting Becretary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The communication is in response
to a resolution introduced by the Senator from Utah [Mr.
SurHERLAND]. What does the Senator desire to have done with
the communication? :
thM‘:' b!}UTHERLAND. I suggest that it be printed and lie on

e table, z

The VICE PRESIDENT. The communieation will be printed
and lie on the table.

BILLS INTRODUCED.

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. JONES:

A bill (8. 3021) granting an inerease of pension to Christina
Nicholes; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. O'GORMAN:

A bill (8. 3022) to remove the charge of desertion against
Edward Burke; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

AMENDMENTS TO THE TARIFF BILL.

Mr, PENROSE submitted an amendment intended to be pro-
posed by him to the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff duties
and to provide revenue for the Government, and for other pur-
poses, which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

AUTHENTICATED
U.S. GOVERNMENT
INFORMATION

GPO
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Mr. LA FOLLETTE submitted an amendment intended to be
proposed by him to the bill (H. R. 3321) to reduce tariff
duties and to provide revenue for the Government, and for other
purposes, which was ordered to lie on the table and be printed.

THE TARIFF AND THE WOOLEN INDUSTRY (S. DOC. NO. 167).

Mr., PENROSE. I should like to make a request for the
printing as a document of an article relating to the tariff bill.
I have here an article headed *“The tariff and the woolen
industry,” by Prof. Thomas Walker Page, professor in the
TUniversity of Virginia, originally printed in the Quarterly
Bulletin of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers
for June, 1913. This gentleman was a member of the Tariff
Board, the Democratic member. A similar production of his
relating to the duty on wodl was printed as a House docu-
ment, and I thought this companion article would be of interest
to the Senate. It is short. [After a pause.] At the request
of the Senator from North Carolina [Mr. Simmoxs] I will
suspend my request until he has had a chance to examine the
article.

Mpr. THOMAS. I should like fo inguire of the Senator from
Pennsylvania if the article by Mr. Page already printed is the
same as that published in the April number of the North Ameri-
can Review?

Mr. PENRROSE. What is the title of the article in the North
American Review ?

Mr. THOMAS. * Our wool duties.”

Mr. PENROSE. That article, I understand, was printed by
order of the House as a public document. This article refers
to the duties on the manufactures of wool.

Mr. THOMAS. My question had reference to the document
already printed. )

Mr. PENROSE. This article has not been printed.

The VICE PRESIDENT. At the request of the Senator
from Pennsylvania, the matter will lie over for the present.

Mr. PENROSE subsequently said: Mr. President, this morn-
ing I asked for the printing as a document of an article by
Prof. Thomas Walker Page, entitled * The tariff and the woolen
industry.” At the request of the chairman of the Finance
Committee I delayed the request until he had an opportunity
to examine the article, which he has done. He informs me that
while he can not agree with the contents of it, he will not ob-
ject to its publication. Therefore I renew my request.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MarTise of New Jersey in
the chair). Does the Senator desire the article read?

Mr. PENROSH. No; I do not desire it read. I desire to have
it printed as a document. I wish to advise the Senate that this
gentleman was the Democratic member of the Tariff Board
and is now connected with the University of Virginia., He
went through all the study of the wool, cotton, and other sched-
ules. He wrote a similar article on the duty on wool, which was
published as a House document. It seemed only proper to me
that this article should also be published as an accompanying
document.

I suppose the reason the Senator from North Carolina does
not concur in the views of the professor is that while he was
supposed to be a minority member of the board, the evidence
which he snw as the result of his elaborate investigations almost
persuaded him that a duty on woolen manufactures was neces-
sary.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the article
will be printed as a public document.

ARTICLE BY HON. ELIHU ROOT (S. DOC. NO. 168).

Mr. BRANDEGEE. I ask to have printed as a-public docu-
ment an article by Hon. Erigu Roor published in the current
issues of the North American Review for the months of July
and August, 1913, on “ Experiments in Government and the
Essentials of the Constitution.” ~

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

THE TARIFF.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The morning business is closed.

Mr. SIMMONS. I ask unanimous consent that the Senate
proceed with the consideration of House bill 3321.

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, resumed the consideration of the bill (I. R. 3321) to
reduce tariff duties and to provide revenue for the Government,
and for other purposes.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President

Mr. LODGE. Mr. President, I suvggest the absence of a
quorun.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll.

The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators an-
swered to their names:

Ashuirst, Borah Bristow Catron
Bacon Brady Bryan Chamberlain
Banklead Lirandeges Burton hilton

Cla

Is Ransdell Stone
Col Lippitt Robinson Sutherland
Fall dge Bhafroth Hwanson
Fletcher . McLean Sheppard Thomas
Gallinger Martin, Va. Sherman Thompson
Gronna Martine, N, T, Shields Tillman
James Norris Shively Townsend
Jones 0'Gorman Simmons Vardaman
Kenyon Page Smith, Aviz. Walsh
Kern Penrose Smith, Ga. Warren
La Follette Perkins Smith, 8, C. Weeks
Lane Pittman Bmoot Williams
Lea Pomerene Bterling

Mr. JAMES. My colleague [Mr. Braprey] Is detained from
presence here by reason of illness. He has a general pair with
the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Kesnx]. I will allow this an-
nouncement to stand for the day.

Mr. SHEPPARD. My colleague [Mr, CurpersoN] is neces-
sarily absent. He is paired with the Senator from Delaware
[Mr. pu Poxt]. This announcement will stand for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-three Senators have an-
swered to the roll call. There is a quorum present.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, a few days ago I wandered
over to the other side of this Chamber to make a friendly call
on a distinguished old-time friend of mine, a Democratic Sena-
tor. Hearing that he intended to address the Senate.on that
day, I asked him if he was going fo talk. He said, “* No.” I
asked him why he and those with him did not talk; why they
did not explain the tariff bill now before us, and defend some
of its provisions. He replied smilingly and very promptly, and
with tumultuous robustness, “ We don’t have to talk. We have
the votes.”

Well, I frankly acknowledged the corn and passed on. But,
Mr. President, it occurred to me to ask how they came by those
votes; how the minority-elected President and the few minority-
elected Senators who completed the Democratic majority re-
ceived the votes which eaused this great robustness of reply to
questions of that kind. Did they receive those votes on promises
made to the people, and were those promises made to the people
in line with what they now propose to do in this tariff bill?
Let us see. .

Mr. KERN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming
¥ield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr, KERN. T should like to inquire of the Senator whether
it Mas not been repeatedly charged in this debate from the
Republican side that the Democratic Senators in the dlscussion
of this bill have occupied more time than the Republican Sena-
tors, and whether complaint was not made because of that?

Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator admit that?

Mr. KERN. I am making the inquiry of the Senator from
Wyoming.

Mr. WARREN. I have not charged that, and I do not know
that I heard that charge made.

Mr. KERN. It has been made repeatediy.

Mr. WARREN. What is the Senator’s opinion about that?

Mr. KERN. My opinion is that a very large part of the time
has been consumed by Democratic Senators in the discussion of
this measure, It has been fully discussed in every phase by
them, as the Recorp will show. I repeat, complaint has been
made repeatedly from the other side that Democratic Senators
have delayed the bill by reason of their talking on it more than
the Republican Senators.

Mr. WARREN. I presume the Senator is correct abourt that,
but I assume he will not ask me to secure an affidavit that I
did receive the reply which I mentioned.

Mr. KERN. Oh, no; I do not ask the Senator to procure an
affidavit. T think he was taking seriously a playful remark
made by a Senator.

Mr. WARREN. I will say seriously in this connection that
they certainly have not talked too much to suit me. I would
rather have heard more from the other side.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President, if the Senator will permit
me the opporfuniiy, I will say that I think it is conceded on both
sides of the Chamber that neither our Democratie friends nor
the Republicans have unduly delayed the consideration of the
bill. The debate has been a legitimate debate, and it has
pleased me to have our Democratic friends participate in it to
the extent they have done.

Mr., SIMMONS, Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming
yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. WARREN. I do. i

Mr, SIMMONS. All I desire to say about this matter is that
while I agree with the Senator from New Hampshire that the
debate has been legitimate on both sides, I do think that our
Republican friends have shown a good deal of inconsistency in
their statements.
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Mr. WARREN. I should think——

Mr. SIMMONS. Pardon me a minute. At one time they
twit ns with consuming more time in the discussion than they
have consumed, and they produce statements made up from the
Recorp to show that we have consumed a good deal of the time
that has been taken in the debate. At another time they twit
us with a conspiracy of silence. I have not been able to defer-
mine whether the other side of the Chamber meant to charge
us with talking too much or with talking too little.

Mr. GALLINGER. If the Senator will permit me, the con-
spiracy of silence suggestion came from me when the Senator
from North Carolina solemnly stated to the Senate that the
other side of the Chamber had concluded not to talk, and I
regretted that they appeared to have entered into an arrange-
ment of that kind.

Mr. STONE. I think we are talking to very little purpose
now, Mr. President.

Mr. SIMMONS. If that had been the only time when the
Senator from New Hampshire used that expression it might
have been pardonable, because I did state on that ocecasion that
we were so anxious to make headway that day we had not
talked, although some Senators on this side had desired to
speak. But that was not the first time we had heard from the
other side the suggestion that there was a conspiracy of silence
on this side, followed by the suggestion that we are taking up
more time than the other side.

Mr. WARREN. May I ask the Senator from North Carolina,
would he not think a great deal less of us on this side if from
his standpoint we were not inconsistent with the views he has
expressed during this tariff debate?

Mr. SIMMONS. I wounld think that the Republican Party
was not consistent; I would think the Republican Party had
changed its spots.

Mr. WARREN. That is a frank concession perhaps. I want
to ask one question, however, before the Senator leaves the
floor. Does the Senator think that either side of this Chamber
has been guilty of any filibustering on the tariff bill?

Mr. SIMMONS. I have stated repeatedly that I had made
no such charge as that.

Mr. WARREN. I thank the Senatcr, because that has been
charged, I think.

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Wyoming
yield to the Senator from Colorado? :

Mr. WARREN. With pleasure.

Mr. THOMAS. I promise not fo interrupt the Senator again;
but I should like to inguire whether the Senator’s view of
public duty contemplates that Senators should carry out in
legislation the pledges and promises of their party platform?

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I think they should; and I
was just about to proceed along a line that will give my views
and an answer to the Senator's question.

Mr. THOMAS. I mevely wanted to ascertain whether that
was the Senator’s view,

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Democratic national con-
vention, held at Baltimore in 1912, declared in its platform the
following :

We recognize that our system of tariff taxation is intimately con-
nected with the business of the country, and we favor the ultimate
attainment of the principles we advocate by legislation that will not
injure or destroy legitimate industry.

Mr. President, wool growing is a legitimate industry; per-
haps none more o in this world,

The Democratic candidate for the presidency, Mr. Wilson, an-
nounced in his speech at Pittsburgh:

The Democratic Pnrt{ does not propose free trade or anything gP-
proaching free trade. It pro s merely a reconsideration of the tariff
schedules, such as will adjust them to the actual business conditions
and interests of the country.

But, Mr. President, the Demoeratic Party does propose abso-
Jute free trade for wool—a farmer's product of great impor-
tance. It not only approaches free trade, but actually and im-
mediately accomplishes it so far as the farmer’s finished prod-
uct, wool, is concerned.

DEMOCRATIC ANTE-ELECTION PLEDGES BROKEN.

And thus are the ante-election pledges of party and presiden-
tial candidate broken, and the farmers—the flower of American
citizenship—outrageously sinned against.

The Senator from Mississippi [Mr. Witniams], a frank, out-
spoken, and prominent member of the Finance Committee which
has charge of the tariff bill now before us, maintains stoutly
that he does not claim the purpose of the bill to be, throughout,
a tariff for revenue only. He says:

Any tariff bill must necessarily, confronted with the conditions with
which we are now confronted, involve a certain degree of protection,

and whether you call it protection for itself or protection incldentally
makes no difference. * * @

I have never said, and do not proposc to say, that this bill is clear
thl‘o% , from beginni to end, a tariff for revenue only. All I have
said is that it goes as far in that direction as we are to go withont—
being confronted as we are with actual conditions—destroylng men
who have been ‘put by the Government in a position where they must

e ruined or else gradoally permitted to come down. If a man is
& hundred feet high, you can go up and let him down gradually, but
if you go up and thereby pitch him down you will kill him,

And yet, Mr. President, the dominant party has selected for
absolute slaughter the woolgrowing industry, and does not
propose to let it down gradually by a partial removal of the
tariff.

The wool industry is a highly protected one, and the men
engaged in it are in the class which the Senator from Mississippi
aptly described as those “ who have been put by the Govern-
ment in a position where they must be ruined or else gradually
permitted to come down,” and surely should be counted among
those whom he would “let down graduoally ” if he would not
kill them.

The Government not only provides protection in the way of a
tariff, but on the other side of the equation it charges the flock-
master an extortionate price for grazing in the National for-
ests and upon the public domain, and thus absorbs a great per-
centage of the returns. This proposed tariff law does not
relieve the woolgrower from this grazing burden.

The distinguished junior Senator from Georgia [Mr. SaiTH],
in speaking of the farmer, says:

I admit that the reduction on the thinga that he buys has not gone
as far 23 I want it to go. I am perfectly frank about that. But our
industries have purchased thelr machinery in markets that have added
50 per cent in many Instances to a fair price for the machinery. We
have cut that one-half. 1 hope it will be cut again before a great

while. I hope that we will really bring the entire tariff to a revenue
basis in the course of time.

Again, the Senator from Georgia says:

1 have recognized existing conditions. I have felt that we could not
afford to go as far as 1 would like to see the law go, lest serious injur
would affect those indusiries in view of the pesition they have occupi
in the past.

Still further, the Senator from Georgia says:

You could not levy a tax on a commodity produced here for revenue pur-
poses only that might not bring some incidental protection. Yom eould
not levy a tax here the sole object of which was revenue on certain classes
of goods that would not in a measure incidentally produce protection.

The Senator from Georgia speaks wisely, and I commend him.
He would permit at least incidental protection, because some
industries have purchased their machinery, and so forth, in pro-
tected markets, and this “ would affect those industries in view
of the position they have occupied in the past.”

Following this theory the woolgrower is clearly subject to
the exceptions that the Senator from Georgia would make, for
his plant and everything he has in the business has been pur-
chased in a protected market.

Wool has been continumously on the dutiable list since 1818,
excepting the three or four years under the Wilson-Gorman Act.
Hence' American-grown wool has been protected more or less
throughout over 95 years of the life of the Republie, while the
manufactures of wool have been protected for 124 years. The
American people are the greatest consumers of wool per ecapita
in the world, and during these years the Government has re-
ceived large revenues in the way of duties upon imported wool,
the difference between the amount grown here and the amount
manufactured. :

Although the tariff on wool has been changed nearly a score
of times during the period named, nevertheless wool has been
dutiable under the administration and management of all
political parties which have controlled our Government during
the past almost 100 years.

Indeed, the Confederacy during its relgn in the South also
gave its adherence to a protective tariff on wool.

WOOLGREOWING ANCIENT AND HONORABLE INDUSTRY,

The woolgrowing industry has always been deemed not only
an ancient but one of the most honorable of all avoeations; yet
it is fo be stricken down, notwithstanding the promises and
asgertions made from highest authority in the Democratic Party
that while reduction in duties must be made, free trade or
anything approaching free trade would not be proposed. An
attempt is sometimes made to justify this slaughter by the
weak insinuation that woolgrowing is not a legitimate industry.
Well, if not, why not? As to honor and legitimacy, there is not
a flaw. It is an industry in which a man ean succeed only by
the sweat of his fac :, hard labor, close economy, and industrious
application of all of his faculties, mental and physical. No trusts
nor combinations in woolgrowing. No watered stock nor paper
profits to be imposed upon the public. Only hard, close “digging,”
seven long days in every week of every month in every year.
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No millionaires or even semimillionaires are counted among
flockmasters who have accumulated their fortunes in sheep
raising and woolgrowing alone, although many, many meun
have turned all or a portion of their incomes from other sources
into the development of the industry.

The wool industry, Mr. President, dates back to the days of
Adam and the world’s creation. The Bible makes many refer-
ences to the industry, and always in commendation of it. Some
of the most beautiful psalms and metaphorical and parabolieal
allusions in the Bible are based upon sheep, shepherds, and
wool. * The Lord is my shepherd, I shall not want,” introduces
one of the most beautiful series of verses in the world's litera-
ture. The Book of Genesis tells us that the younger son of
Adam, “Abel was a keeper of sheep.” Cain, his elder brother,
wickedly slew Abel after a colloquy over the firstlings of his
flock. Has it now come to pass that the Democratic Party, our
older and stronger brother, is to slay us, the Republican Party,
because we would protect the flockmaster? And will the end
be as of old, that the countenance of the Lord shall be turned
away from the slayer because of cruelty to the slain? ‘We
shall, of course, be duly and surely advised of this in time—
probably in the two even-numbered years next following the
present year, 1913.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, will my friend permit me?
The Senator makes this Scriptural quotation: “ The Lord is my
shepherd; I shall not want.” It seems to me that he perverts
the real meaning of that text and misuses it. The Senator
should have paraphrased the text and said something like this:
“A high protective tariff is my shepherd, and, so long as it
prevails, I shall not want.” [Laughter.]

Mr. WARREN. I wish the Senator might go on with his
interpretation of the Bible in that same strain.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Lea in the chair). Does
the Senator from Wyoming yield to the Senator from New
Jersey?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. I have heard the distin-
guished Senator from Wyoming designated as *the greatest
shepherd since the days of Father Abraham.” I suppose we
should pay homage to him and hope to gain our aid and succor—
vevising the Biblical quotation for these latter days—from the
shepherd of to-day, the shepherd from Wyoming.

Mr, WARREN. Do I still have the Senator's love, coopera-
tion, confidence, and respect?

Mr, MARTINE of New Jersey. Indeed, the Senator always
has my respect. A man who can command so magnificent a
personal presence, and a man who by his genius has been able
to gather around him such a colossal herd as he now has roam-
ing the plains of the western part of our country, indeed will
command the respect of almost every one of his fellow clitl-
Zens.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from New Jersey always car-
ries out the teachings of the Bible. I congratulate and thank
him. .

Christopher Columbus brought sheep over with him in his
second voyage of discovery, and we have ransacked the world
ever since to obtain different strains for importation and im-
provement.

Has it, then, remained for this day and date and for our
friends on the other side, the Democrats, to uncover the illegiti-
macy of this venerable and honorable industry? If so, why?
How? With what proof?

GROWTH OF SHEEP AXD WOOL INDUSTRY.

Sometihmes it is said by the uninformed and the “ opposed-on-
general-principles” that the industry is dying out; that the
numbers of sheep are decreasing, and so forth.

As to the number of sheep in the United States, we of course
consult the census reports, investigations by the Department of
Agriculture, market reports where wool and mutton are sold,
and such other publications as are authentic.

A free-wool exponent, on the Senate floor a few days since,
stated, with seeming indifference, perhaps, that in 1900 there
were in the United States 61,503,713 sheep, while in 1910 there
were only 52,447,861. These figures he perhaps took from the
United States census report, but he did not take the pains to
add the explanation given officially in that report immediately
after the figures, as follows:

The total number of sheep reported as on farms and ranges on April
15. 1910, was 52,448,000, as compared with 61,604,000 on June 1,

1900, a decrease of 9,056,000, or 14.7 per cent. This decrease, how-
ever, I8 due partly to the in the date of enumeration. Many
lJambs are born during the interval between April 15 and June 1.

Furthermore, on many ranches in the West the lambs are not definitely

counted so early in the year as April 13, and it seems likely that in
some such cases ranchmen failed to make any estimate of the lambs.

In view of the fact that, even after making necessary allowances,
as discussed below, the number of ewes (lms‘ear of age or over on
June 1, 1911, was probably less than 1,000, ghort of the number on
the same date In 1900, it seems likely that if the enumeration of 1910
had beéen made as of June 1 therée would have been nearly as many
lambs less than 1 year old as were reported 10 years before. v ke

The nomber of ewes was reported in 1910 as 31934000 and in
1900 as 31,858,000, there being thus nominally a slight increase.

1t is admitted both by the Department of Agriculture and the
Census Burean that errors may creep into the annual computa-
tion of the number of sheep in the country from the very nature
of things, prepared as they are by different persons under qdif-
ferent administrations and under different rules and regula-
tions, like the instance just cited, wherein one census was taken
in April before the lambing season and the other one in June
after the lambing season, it being well understood that nearly
all of the lambs in the woolgrowing section are dropped during
the months of April and May.

Relating to this, I submit the following letter from the De-
partment of Agriculture:

UNITED STATES DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE,
BUREAU OF BTATISTICS,
TWashington, D. ., August 18, 1913,
Hon. Fraxcis E. Warrex,

United States Benate.

Sir: I have been requested by your secretary to explain how the
fizures relating to the number and value of sheep on farms in the
United States, appearing on pages 691-692 of the 1912 Yearbook of the
Department of Agriculture, were obtalned.

The bases of the figures relating to numbers are the census returns
as published on page 677 of the Yearbook. The Department of Agricul-
ture's figures are estimates, not enumerations. Starting with any cen-
sus year as a hase, It estimates the percentage of increase or decrease
in each succeeding year. Such percentages are obtained from voluntary
correspondents and fleld agents of the Bureau of Statistics. ‘Whenever
A new census is taken the new census figures are adopted as a base
for npplylnpi such percentages; there Is, therefore, a rea(fiustmeut every
10 years. n making the readjustments in 1901 and 1911 the census
figures, which Included lambs with sheep, were used as the base,
earlier census figures, 1 belleve, did not include lambs,

The values per head are obtained by combining the nverage price per
head of sheep under 1 year old, of ewes 1 year old and over, and of
rams and wethers 1 year old and over, the relative Importance of each
class being considered In the combination. The estimates of average
value per head are obtained from voluntary correspondents and feld
agents of the Bureau of Statistics.

Respectfully, Nar C. MURRAY,
Acting Chief of Bureawu.

That accounts for the great jump from 1901 and 1902, be-
cause before that time the annual erop of lamps was not counted,
while after that time it was counted.

The Department of Commerce reports the following regard-
ing the matter:

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE,
BUREAU OF STATISTICS,
Washington, August 20, 1913,
Hon. Fraxcis E. WARREN,
United States Senate, Washington, D. C,

My Dear Sexaror: Complying with the request made by your secre-
tary, I take pleasure In furnishing you with a statement pertaining to
the cnmparabilltg of statistics pertaining to sheep for 1910 and 1900
The reports of the Census Bureau show that the total number of sheep
reported as on farms and ranges on April 15, 1910, was 52,448,000, as
compared with 61,504,000 on June 1, 1900, a decrcase of 9,056,000, or
14.7 per cent. 'This decrease, however, is largely due to the change in
the date of enumeration, In 1900 a law enacted by Congress provided
for the ennmeration to be made as of June 1, whereas a law which pro-
vided for the census of 1910 specified that the date of enumeration should
be ag of April 15. Any person acquainted with the live-stock industry
would immediately notice the difference in date and be satisfied in their
own mind that inasmuch as many lambs ara born during the interval be-
tween April 15 and June 1 a large part of the decrease must be definitely
charged to the fact that most of the spring lambs had not yet been born.

It we eliminate from consideration lambs at both ecensuses, we find
that the number of ewes reported in 1910 is 31,934,000 and in 1000 is
21,858,000, there being thus, nominally, a slight increase. It is very
likely, however, that between April 15 and June 1 a considerable num-
ber of these ewes would have died or would have been sold. It is
practically impossible to estimate the number which would thus have
disappeared. It is also necessary to call attention to the fact that be-
cause of the change in date a slight change was made in the classifica-
tion at the two censuses. This would practieally result in further slight
decreases, but it 1s clear that the decreases during the decade must
have been comparatively small.

In the case of rams and wethers the statisties show that 7,005,000
were reported in 1200, as compared with 7,710,000 in 1910, thus show-
ing a slight decrease in this class. In the ease of rams and wethers,
however, the number to be deducted from the returns of 1010, on ac-
count of slaughter between April 15 and June 1, would be relatively
greater than in the case of ewes, so that had the date of enumeration
and the method of classification been the same at the two censuses a
considerably greater decrease would have appeared than is shown in
the table. This decrease, even though it amounted to 10 or 12 per
cent, would be comgaratlvely small considering - the entire sheep in-
dustry, because at the date of taking the census, when lambs are
eliminated from consideration, nearly 80 per cent of the ecntire number
of shee,z are classed as ewes. %

Jery truly, yours,
Jonrx LeEE COULTER,
Eapert Rpecial Agent, in Charge of Divigion of Agriculture.

Therefore a slight decrease, and only a slight one, occurred
during that last decade.
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But, Mr. Iresident, there are far better and more practical
ways to obtain the facts relative to the importance and value
of the sheep industry: First, by accounting for the wool prod-
uet. which is all duly weighed and goes into consumption; and
second. by the statistics showing the amount of mutton shipped
to market,

The total elip of wool in the States in 1912 was 304,043,400
pounds,

There have been only six years during the entire history of
our country's wool production in which the amount shown by
these figures has been reached, and two of these years immedi-
ately preceded 1912.

The largest elip ever produced was in 1909, which amounted
to 328,110,749 pounds.

I submit herewith, Mr. President, the following figures taken
from Government statistical reports, to show the increased growth
of the wool crop and its increasing value from 1899 to date:

Some comparisons in ool production.

Wool prod 1 D e o i el ounds__ 276, 5GS, 000
e i £15, 670, 000
Wool prodoced in 1909__ 80, 420, 000
5 o T AR S e et S 65, 472, 000
Wool produced in 1912__ 4, 043, 400
e B e o e o T S Sy e S T e O 75, 819, 251
Increase in production, 1809 to 1009__ 4.6
Increase in valoe, 1899 to 1900_____ 43. 4
Increase in production, 1909 to 191: 5
Increase in value, 1909 to 1912___ 16
Increase in production, 1899 to 1012 - 10
Increase in value, 1899 to 1012 e _d [

Figures for 1899 and 1909, Statistical Abstract 1912 (p. 164).
Flgures for 1912, Statistical Abstract (p. 162).

RISE AND FALL IN NUMBERS OF EHEEP.

To students of the sheep industry the annual counts of sheep
and of the wool and mutton product, taken together, have
demonstrated very clearly that the number of sheep and the wool
product diminish under an inadequate tariff, real or threatened.
In all cases where the tariff has been reduced the numbers have
decreased, although in some instances in years when sheep have
- decreased in numbers the wool has increased in volume, the rea-
son for this being that after the flockmasters have sheared their
sheep, if an undue number are then sent to the shambles, there
is added to the regular wool clip the pulled wool from the skins
of the slanghtered animals—the later growth of the same year.

For instance, the number of sheep reached the highest point
ever known, up to that time, on January 1, 1884—50,626,626 ;
but it is significant that although the count was more than a
million higher on January 1, 1884, than on January 1, 1883, yet
the total value in 1884 was over five and a half million dollars
lower than the total value in 1883.

Looking at the total yield of wool in 1884-85, we find that
the amount reached 808,000,000 pounds, which was also a higher
figure than ever reached before that time or in any year after
that time until 1895, and, with that one exception, higher than
any year up to 1902. The reason of this was that in 1883
legislation was enacted, which went into effect in 1884, reducing
the tariff on wool materially. The number of sheep immediately
commenced receding until, in 1889, the shrinkage amounted to
over 8,000,000 head, and the total wool product shrank 43,000,000
pounds, or to a total of 265,000,600 pounds.

Proceeding to the next high mark in wool, which occurred
in 1893, we find that sheep had increased to 47,273,558 head,
and the value had increased from $90,500,000 to $126,000,000,
and the wool Lhad risen in volume to 303,153,000 pounds, this
following legislation reducing the tariff. In 1894 wool was
made free, and the sliding downward again proceeded until, in
the beginning of 1807, sheep had decreased in numbers to
806,818,543, worth Dut $67,020,942

Then came the return of protection to wool and woolens, and
the number of sheep increased from less than 37,000,000, worth
only about $67,000,000, with a wool product of only 259,153,251
pounds, in 1807, to nearly 60,000,000 sheep, worth over
$200,000,000, yielding over 300,000,000 pounds of wool and up
to as high as 3525000000 pounds, during the undisturbed,
unthreatened existence of the Dingley tariff act.

It is true that affter the election of 1910 the Democratic con-
trol of the House of Representatives and the introduction of
bills there for the reduction of the tariff took place, the number
of sheep and the quantity of the wool clip decreased to some
extent, although this decrease was not all due to the reasons I
have just given, but partially due to two dry summers and an ex-
ceedingly hard winter—the worst one in the history of the plains
country in a number of the western heavy wool-producing States.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. WARREN. T do.

Mr. WALSH. Will not the distingunished Senator from Wyoc-
ming add to the causes enumerated the absorption of the range
by settlers?

Mr. WARREN,
I will ada it.

Mr. WALSH. Will not the Senator agree, also, that as a
matter of fact it is the prime cause of the reduction in the last
three years?

Mr. WARREN. I will agree to that as to one or fwo States,
or possibly three; but in some of the other States they have
increased, and would have increased more except for what I
have already stated.

Mr. WALSH. Will the Senafor indicate to us some western
State in which that condition has not been operative?

Mr. WARREN. I will instance my own State, which has
vibrated both ways. Owing to one of the reasons I have given,
the hard winter, our sheep greatly decreased, as did also the
settlement of the country. In the meantime, however, the wool
clip of last year was nearly 3,000,000 pounds more than the
year before, showing the partial return in the States that raise
less wool. Lands that were not before used for sheep have been
turned over to that purpose.

Mr. WALSH. I am interrupting.the Senator simply for
information. I assumed, as a matter of course, that the settle-
ment of his State was abbreviating the range, and necessarily
reducing the number of sheep.

Mr. WARREN. It is in certain localities, as the Senator has
stated.

Mr. WALSH. T should be surprised to learn from the Senator
that his State was an exception in that regard.

Mr. WARREN. It is not an exception, as the department
states; but I say, as a net result, we had more last year than
the year before.

Mr. President, the woolgrowers and wool manufacturers have
been sometimes in harmony and often in hostility. After long-
continued differences a common ground was arrived at in 1863,
which, with some unimportant exceptions, continued until 1883,
when the reduction in tariff heretofore mentioned was made
and differences occurred between the wool growers and Secre-
tary Hayes, of the Wool Manufacturers’ Association. Fairly
friendly relationship was restored, however, through the pas-
sage of the McKinley bill, having been cemented to some ex-
tent, perhaps, by the lmrortunate rulings of the Treasury De-
partment a little earlier, during Mr. Cleveland’s administration,
which both growers and manufacturers considered burdensome
and unfair, because such rulings partially nullified the import
duties on tops, broken tops, wastes, and so forth, and per-
mitted for a time the importation of these commodities nearly
equivalent to that of free wool and free partially manufactured
goods.

The distinguished Senator from Montana [Mr. WaArsu] in
his able speech submitied some figures and conclusions, quoted
from the Agricultural Yearbook, showingz very considerable
shrinkages in the number of sheep during four recent years.
I do not charge the Senator with an intention to mislead; but
when the fignres he quoted are considered in the light of the
explanation offered by the Census Bureau, which T have here-
tofore quoted, and in the light of the letters from the Depart-
ment of Agrienlture and the Census Bureau, also heretofore
quoted, it is clearly seen that, through the changes in fime and
manner of taking the counts, and because of the growing tend-
ency of the past few years on the part of flockmasters to dis-
pose of all of their wether lambs and many of their ewe lambs
in the fall of the year when they are but a few months old
and before they are counted for the census, the real situation
differs materially from the apparent in that we have main-
tained almost the full figure in number of sheep of shearing
age., And this also accounts for and is proved by the continued
large wool clip. In substantiation of this I offer the following:

Some comparizons in sheep numbers,

That is entirely true as to certain localities.

In 1899 :

Total sheep b= 061, 503, 713
Less lambs —-= 21,600, 746
39, 852, 06T
_m————————

In 1909 :
Total sheep e 52, 447, 861
Less lambs 12, 803, 815
39, 644, 046
| ]

In 1012:
Total sheep 52, 362, 000
Less lambs 13, 881, 000

Shearing age. 88, 481, 090
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So the real difference in numbers varies only a trifle over one
and a quarter million head.

Value all sheep in 1899
Value all sheep in 1909
in 1912

.$170, 203, 119
232, 841, 585
181, 170, {)(408

Value all sh

Incrense in value 1899 to 1909 per cent. 2
Decrease in value 1809 to 1912 do 27
Increase in value 1899 to 1912 do 6.4

See Census Dulletin, Agriculture, p. 22, and Agriculture Yearbook,
1912, pp. 691-092,

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
at this point to interrogate him?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. Has the Senator any figures showing the
number of sheep on the so-called ranges of the West, or in the
country, say, west of the Mississippi River, and the smaller
flocks east of the Mississippi River, or in the eastern part of
the country, on farms?

Mr. WARREN. I have not included that, nor have I it here
at hand just now. I have it in mind, however, and at my
committee room.

Mr. PENROSE. The idea I had in asking the question was to
bring out the thought that the growing of wool is not confined
to being a western industry.

Mr. WARREN. Not at all.

Mr. PENROSE. The people of Pennsylvania have a very live
interest in woolgrowing; and at one time the county of Wash-
ington, I think, led all other counties in the United States in the
growing of wool. .

Mr. WARREN. That is quite true; and it will astonish a
great many people, if they will pick up the statisties, to find
that while it goes up and down, a great many States are at
times increasing and at others decreasing. I had occasion to
go before a meeting of manufacturers to make a speech at one
time. At that time I checked up every State in the Union, and
there were only two States east of the Mississippi River that
had not increased their number of sheep in the two years
immediately before the time I made the computation. .

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator from North Dakota [Mr.
GroxNA] has handed me the fizures I had in mind, and I will
ask to have them put in the Recorp later on.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I have before me the figures
asked for by the Senator from Pennsylvania.

Mr. PENROSE. I have them here. I thank the Senator.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have here a computation
made for me by painstaking parties, which I earefully checked
at the time and part of which I used in some remarks made in
the Senate four years ago. I have added thereto such fizures as
will bring the compuiation down to date. At this point in my
remarks I ask that the table referred to be inserted.

It is a table giving the history of wool ever since we com-
menced taking the census in 1840. It gives the production of
our domestic wool; the amount, if any, exported; the amount
that went into consumption. It also gives the imports and ex-
ports of foreign wool, that coming over and that going back. It
gives the foreign importation retained for consumption, the
total wool consumption of the United States, and the percentage
used of foreign and of home wool in that consumption.

The table referred to follows.

fradle showing United States product, imports, ete., of woal.
‘WOOL PRODUCED, IMPORTED, EXPORTED, AND RETAINED FOR CONSUMPTION: QUANTITIES, 1840, 1850, 1860, AND FROM 1884 To 19121

Domestie Foro Total con- | Per cen
of con-

+| Exportsof | retained for Exports of rmtnaxgnhr sumption,
Year ended June 30— Production.! Somestic. onsump- Imports. foreign. ”ntm“m; do;e‘-?tk: s:t:i:;p-
ton. . foreign. foreign.
802,1 & . i';sn‘m I;Ism:m P s;m ro,m:m ﬁ.o Jsm 215

-------------- y i} J ] v
52, 516, 950 35,898 | 52,481,081 { 18,695,204 |.euauen..o....| 15,005,204 | 71,176,355 26.3
60,264,913 | 1,055,025 | 50,208,985 | 26,282,055 157,064 | 26,125,801 | 85,334,876 30.6
123, 000, 000 155,482 | 122,844 518 91,250,114 223,475 91,026,630 | 213,871,157 42.6
142, 000, 000 466,182 | 141,533,818 44,420,375 679,281 43,741,004 | 185,274,912 2.6
153, 000, 000 073,075 | 154,026,925 | 71,287,988 852,045 | 70,435,943 | 224, 462,868 aLo
160, 000, 000 307,418 | 159,692,582 38, 158,382 619,614 37,538,768 | 197,231,350 - 10.0
168, 000, 000 558,435 441,505 | 25,467,336 | 2,801,852 | 22,665,484 | 190,107,040 1.9
180, 069, D00 444,387 | 179,555,613 30,275,926 342,417 38,633,509 | 218,480,122 17.8
162,000, 000 802 | 161,847,108 49,230,199 1,710,053 47,520,146 | 200,367,254 2.7
160, 000, 000 25,195 | 159,974, 805 68, D58, 028 1,305,311 66,752,717 | 226,727,522 2.4
150,600,000 140,515 | 140,850,485 | 126,507,409 2,343,037 | 124,163,472 | 274,022,957 45.3
158, 000, 000 75,120 | 157,024,871 85,406,040 7,040,356 78, 455,063 | 236,380, 534 3.2
170, 000, 000 819, 600 , 680, 42,939, 541 6, 816, 157 86,123,384 | 905,803,784 17.5
181, 000, 000 78,034 | 180,821,960 54,901,760 3,567,627 51,334,133 | 232,156,000 21
192, 000, 000 104,768 { 191,895,232 44,642,836 1,518,425 45,124,410 1 235,019, 642 18.3
200, 000, 000 79,500 | 190,920,401 42,171,192 3,088, 957 30,082,235 | 239,002, 16.3
208, 230, 000 347,854 | 207,902,148 48, 440,079 5,052, 221 42,406,858 | 250,399,004 16.9
211,000, 000 60,754 | 210,939,216 | 189,005,155 | 4,104,616 | 34,000,530 | 245,839,755 142
232, 500,000 101,551 308,440 | 128,131,747 3,048,520 | 124,483,227 | 356,791,676 34.9
240, 000, 000 1,455 | 239,928,545 55,904, 230 5,507, 534 50,456,702 { 200,385, 247 17.3
272,000,000 116,179 | 271,883,821 67,861,744 3,831,836 64,020,908 | 335,013,720 19.0
200, 000, 000 64,474 | 280,085,528 70, 575,478 4,010,043 B6, 565,435 | 356,500, 061 18.7
300, 000, 000 10,393 | 299,989,607 78,350, 651 2,804,701 76,045,950 | 376,035, 557 20. 6
308, 000, 000 008 | 307,011,904 70, 506, 170 8, 115,339 67,480, 831 | 375,302,825 18.0
302, 000, 000 147,023 | 301,852,977 | 129,084,958 6,534,428 | 122 550,532 | 424,403,609 2.9
285,000, 000 257,040 | 284,742,060 | 114,038,030 6,728,202 | 107,309,738 | 392,051,798 2.4
268, 000, 000 22,164 | 268,977,836 | 113,558,753 4,359,731 | 109,199,022 | 378,176,858 2.9
265,000, 000 141,576 | 264,838,424 | 126,487, 3,268,004 | 123,224,635 | 888,088,050 3.8
276,000, 000 231,042 | 275,768,058 | 105,431,285 3,288,467 | 102,142,818 | 377,911,778 n9
285, 000, 000 201,922 | 284,708,078 , 308, 2,638,123 | 126,605,525 { 411,373,603 30.8
204, 000, 000 450 | 203,707,544 | 148,670,652 8,007,563 | 145,663,080 { 439,460,633 3.1
303, 153, 000 91,858 | 303,061,142 | 172,433,838 4,218,637 | 168,215,201 | 471,278,343 35.7
208, 057, 384 520,247 | 297,537,137 153; b, 977, 407 40,175,178 | 346,712,315 14.2
809,748,000 | 4,279,100 | 505,468,801 | 206,033,006 | 2,343,081 | 208,890,825 139, 716 40.0
272,474,708 8,845, 265,528,727 | 230,911,473 6,026,236 | 224,885,237 | 490,413, 064 45.9
250,153,251 | 5,271, 253,881,716 | 850,852,020 | 3,427,834 | 347,424,192 | 601,305,908 5T.8
266, 720, 684 121,139 | 268,500,545 | 132, 785,202 2,504,832 ), 200,370 | 896,889,915 32.8
272,191,330 1,083,419 | 270,507,011 76, 736, 209 12,411,916 64,324,203 | 834,832,204 19.2
288,636,621 | 2] 200, 288,436,312 | 155,928,455 | 5,702,251 | 150,226,208 | 36,862,518 344
802, 502,328 190, 202,802,763 | 103,583,305 3,500, 502 , 9083, 402, 295, T66 249
316,341,032 123,278 | 816,217,754 | 166,576,968 | 3,104,663 | 163,472,308 | 479,600,057 34.1
287, 450, 000 518,910 | 286,981,081 | 177,187,796 | 2,992,985 | 174,144,801 | 461,075,882 7.8
291, 783, B2 §10,750 | 291,463,282 | 173,742,534 2,863,053 { 170,879,781 | 482,343,063 37.0
295,488,438 123, 205,864,487 | 249,135,746 2,437,687 | 246,608,049 | 542,062,536 45.5
208,915,130 162,481 | 298,722,040 | 201,088,608 5,450,378 | 1 200 | 494,060,939 36.6
298, 204, 750 214,840 | 298,079,910 | 203,847,545 3,231,908 | 200,615,687 | 498,605, 547 40.0
R el e e e e
'y ¢ ] r » -
321,362,750 47,520 | 321,315,230 | 263,928,232 4,007,953 ,020,279 | 581,235,500 44.7
I8, 04T, 000 .. i (818,547,900 | 137,647,641 $,205,600 | 120,441,042 | 447,980,842 28.89
304,043,400 |o 211 TI1I0T 304,043,400 | 193, 400,718 1,719,870 , 880, , 724, 243 38.7

1Does not include data with respeet to
* From estimates of

ths United States and its insular possessions after June 30, 1000.

commerce betwesn
of the Department of Agriculture prior to15896; from 1805 to date estimated by the secretary of the National Association of Weol Manufacturers.

¥ Year ended Sept. 30.
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Table showing number and value of sheep in the United States.
[Sheep not enumerated prior to 1840.]

January 1— Number. Value.
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The jump in numbers from 19000 to 1901, 1902, and 1903 was
on account of adding the lambs to the count of sheep of
shearing age.

THE MUTTON PRODUCT.

The Senator from Montana [Mr. WALsa] submitted some
statements and figzures relating to the mutton product, as fol-
lows: ’

Our sheep have been going, In numbers increasing annuall{‘:’ to the

glaughtering pens, the Crop Reporter for February, 1913, giving the
following numbers absorbed by the principal stock markets. In—

T e R 12 AN T R R ST i 10, 284, 905
AT T~ 12, 406, 767
1011 13, 556, 108
1912_ 13, 743, 843

As stated earlier in my remarks, the tendency of late years on
the part of flockmasters has been to ship their surplus stock at
an earlier age than formerly, and hence lambs are sent to the
slaughtering pens at the end of their first summer. In this way
the large losses from wintering lambs are avoided, and the
product actually delivered in numbers to market can be sub-
stantially increased without really weakening the breeding and
wool-producing flocks.

And so this increase of over 30 per cent in shipments to
market during the last four years has not decreased in any like
proportion the number of sheep of shearing age or the annual
wool product. It simply shows that we are raising propor-
tionately more lambs,

Apropos the quotation referring to the slanghtering pens, the
records show that during the last 30 years the United States
has, like England and some other countries, become a great
consumer of mutton. :

Mutton is not only one of the most healthful and palatable
of foods, but its supply and consumption have greatly assisted
in maintaining our meat supply so necessary to the creation
and preservation of the brain and brawn of our citizens.

Except for the large mutton supply, the price of cattle and
hog products would undoubfedly have been far and away in
excess of even the present prices. b

History informs us that in this vicinity and nearby, in early
times, when a slave owner hired out his slaves under contract
it was quite usual for the bond or contract to stipulate that
such slaves during their period of employment should not be

compelled to eat terrapin or canvasback duck more than twice
in any one week. With terrapin now costing from $1 to $2.50
per portion and canvasback duck from $2.50 to $5 apiece, dif-
ference in prices because of a great increase in population and
a decrease in meat supply is painfully evident.

Mr. President, shall we crush out our sheep growers with a
free-trade policy, and when they have ceased their efforts and
engaged in other pursuits shall we depend upon foreign ship-
ments of frozen meat at terrapin and canvasback duck prices?
It is true that we did not in time properly protect the sea food
and fowl just mentioned, but it is also trme that we are now
endeavoring to cover up lost ground by the establishment of
Government terrapin farms, as instanced by those in Maine
and Carolina, and by suitable game laws as to the wild game
birds. 3

In order to be altogether independent of foreign powers in
war and peace, we must depend upon home production of wool.
Wool, a contraband, is almost as necessary to our soldiers and
citizens as are guns, powder, and bullets, and we should be
indeed lost without it in a long-continued struggle in our
northern climes.

NONE BENEFITED BY FREE WOOL.

Mr. President, if I were convinced that a majority of this
Congress honestly believe that placing wool on the free list
of this proposed law will be for the best interests of this
country; if I were convinced that the majority honestly believe
that the people will get better clothing, or as good clothing at
a substantially lower cost, than they have been getting under
the present tariff, I wounld acquiesce in the change without a
protest, for I am willing, as I think every man is who reveres
law and order, to undergo personal sacrifices if thereby the wel-
fare of the many may be promoted.

But I am satisfied that no one will receive any substantial
benefits from placing wool on the free list, for we have before
us the examples of the removal of the tariff from coffee and from
hides; the one, coffer, many years ago, and coffee has steadily
gone higher and is higher now than ever before; and, later on,
hides, which gave us no cheaper leather or shoes. These facts
are notorious, and are examples of what we may expect.

A reasonable and substantial reduction in the tariff rates on
wool and wool manufactures could be made without driving to
the wall either industry. But I submit that this invidious dis-
tinction of singling out wool alone to reduce immediately from
high tariff rate to no tariff rate at all seems to me most uncalled-
for, cruel, and unwise.

Indeed, it looks to me like tariff for politics only instead of
tariff for revenue only.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President— .

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyom-
ing yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. I should like to understand the Senator with
regard to his illustration of free hides. Do I understand him
to draw the comparison to show that free wool will not reduce
the price of raw wool?

Mr. WARREN. I did not make that observation. The eb-
ject, I understand, if any, in reducing the tariff is to relieve
thé consumer. Am I right about that?

Mr. PITTMAN, Yes, sir.

Mr. WARREN. Very well. I contend that it will not relieve
the consumer, the wearer of clothes, in any great degree. There
is no more reason to expect it than there was that the removal
of the tariff on hides would reduce the price of shoes. We tried
that experiment.

Mr. PITTMAN. Did the removal of the tariff on hides reduce
the price of hides?

Mr. WARREN. Did it?

tl\Ir. PITTMAN. Yes. I am asking that question of the Sen-
ator.

Mr. WARREN. Immediately when the duty was removed,
foreign countries—that is, Argentina—in fact, before the bill was
signed, effected one rise in price. After it was signed they made
another, which nearly absorbed the difference. Later on, of
course, the price of hides receded. But from causes upon which
the raw material has but little effect, shoe manufacturers have
noit been able to lower, at least they have not lowered, their
prices.

Mr. PITTMAN. The question I ask is, Has the reduction of
the tariff on hides generally reduced the price of hides?

Mr. WARREN. It did finally.

Mr, PITTMAN. It has finally reduced it?

Mr. WARREN. Yes; if the Senator wishes to draw the com-
parison as to whether this will reduce the price of wool to the
grower, there is no question but that it will very materially
reduce it to the grower, but in my judgment there is no ques-
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tion as to the wearers of clothes that they will pay practically
the same prices, because the raw wool that goes into a suit of
clothes is so infinitesimal, the amouit of the tariff is so small
that it will cut no figure. It will be absorbed after the wool-
grower, and between him and the consmner, the same as to all
other commodities from which we have removed the tariff, such
ns coffee, hides, and =o forth.

Now, if it so be that the American people go out of the raising
of wool and we are dependent upon a foreign market, we may
expect, perhaps, as high prices again, or probably higher prices
upon wool and mutton eventually after our flocks are gone and
our flockmasters engaged in other pursuifs.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Utah?

My. WARREN. I do.

Mr. SMOOT. The question whether the ultimate consumer
will receive chenper clothing or not I think can be answered by
a statement which was made by the Senator from Nevada [Mr.
Prrraan] yesterday. In his speech upon wool yesterday he
called the attention of the Senate to tha fact that the price of
gcoured wool in this country upoen a certain day was 42 cents, as
I remember, and in Engiand it was 46 cents. :

Mr. PITTMAN. No, that is a mistake.

Mr. SMOOT. Making a difference of 4 cents on scoured wool.

Mr. PITTMAN. I wish to correct the Senator. I said that
the average cost at a certain period of time in England was
about 42 cents while the average cost in this country of various
grades of wool was approximately 48 cents.

Mr. SMOOT. That is just as good a statement for me in
crder to make a comparison on.

Mr. PITTMAN. Except that the Senator had it just reversed.

Mr. SMOOT. I reversed the figures.

My, President, the Senator says that there is a difference of
only 5 cents on the average price of scoured wool in England and
the United States. It takes of scoured wool to make a suit of
clothes 1i : any of us have on not to exceed 3} pounds. Three
and one-half pounds at 5 cents, which the Senator names, makes
a difference of 174 cents upon a suit of clothes. Does the
Senator believe that the ultimate consumer is going to get that
174 cents? The wholesaler sells perhaps a $20 suit of clothes
for $11. Does the Senator believe that the retailer is going
to sell that $20 suit of clothes for $19.8217 He never will do it.
The price will be $20 for the suit of clothes.

Mr. WARREN. I have some figures which I have not reached;
I shall reach them soon, but I do not wish to cut off other Sen-

tors.
£ Mr. PITTMAN, May I answer the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Republican Party have been contending
that the manufacturer had to pay the woolgrower the extra
amount of the duty, and therefore he has retained that much
extra duty on his manufactured article, thereby adding to his
manufactured article. In selling it to the wholesaler he has
figured it in the price to the wholesaler, and the wholesaler
has figured that in the price to the retailer, and the retailer
has figured that in the price to his eustomer.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, there is where the Senator is
mistaken.

Mr. PITTMAN. But wait a minute. If there is a difference
of only G cents in the price of scoured wool in England and
jn this country, then if goes to show that this country does not
need any protection on raw wool.

Mr. SMOOT. I want the Senafor to understand that the
fizures I have here do not correspond with the figures he gquoted
yesterday.

Mr. PITTMAN. I am answering the Senator's argument.
And one other thing. No matter whether it amounts to &
cents a suit or §5 a suif, there is no legitimate reason why the
consnmer should be required to pay even 5 cents more than
the legitimate cost of an article for the purpose of delivering
a honus to anyone else.

Mr. SMOOT. What I wish to say, Mr. President, is that
neither the Senator from Nevada nor anyone else nor Congress
ean regulate the charges of the refailer to the ultimate con-
sumer. The great trouble is with the costly distribution of
goods in this country. It is not with the raiser of the wool;
it is not with the manufacturer. I tell the Senator now that
there is not a manufacturer of woolen goods in this counftry
who would not be delighted to run his mill from one year's
end to the other if he could make from 5 to T4 cents a pound
upon those goods. At O cents a yard, with 34 yards to a suit,
173 cents would be his profit upon the suit. Y

Mr. PITTMAN. Is it not a fact that the more he pays for
the raw wool the more he must have to charge to make that
7% cents?

Mr., WARREN. I am just going into that very argument,
and while I do not wish to cut off anybody else, at a later time
in my remarks I should be very glad if the Senator wants to
go into it.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyom-
ing yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. WALSH. With the Senator’s permission I should like
to ask the Senator a question. I beg to assure him that I
am not going to inject an argument into the midst of his
interesting address.

Mr. WARREN. I shall be delighted to hear the Senator.

Mr. WALSH. The last observation of the Senator from
Wyoming, however, excites my very keen interest. It was to
the effect, as I understood him, that in the opinion of the
Senator a reduction in the duties on wool and woolen goods
might very properly be made, but in the opinion of the Senator
the reduoction that is here made is too drastic; it goes too far.

Mr. WARREN. It is not a matter of reduction at all; it is
a matter of the removal of the duty.

Mr. WALSH. An abolition of the duty. The Senafor cou-
pled it with woolen manufacture?

Mr. WARREN. Yes

Mr. WALSH. I should like to inquire of the Senator when
it was that he renched the conclusion that a reduction of the
duties on wool might properly be made.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, in the operation of the ordi-
nary man’s brain it seldom comes like a flash of lightning upon
him if he should change his opinion. So I do not know that
I would be able to state at what time. I simply stated here
that undoubtedly, at present with the manufacturers in the
status they are, with the improved machinery, and so forth, and
with the prices, they could sustain some reduction, both manufae-
turers and woolgrowers, but a total striking out of the duty on
wool at one fell swoop, when we were not given any reason to
expect it, and when the Senator's party had never said they
intended it in their campaign last fall, is what I am complaining
about.

Mr. WALSH. I did not care for any accuracy in point of
time. But as a matter of course I have followed the discussion
in which the Senator has often participated upon this schedale
with a great deal of interest, and this is the first time, accord-
ing to my recollection, I have ever heard the Benator advance
upon this floor, or ever heard of his having advanced on this
floor, the idea that the duties onght to be reduced. Conse-
quently, it was a matter of considerable interest to me. If I
labor under——

Mr. WARREN. I hope the Senator will not misquote me.
What I sald was that a reasonable and substantial reduction of
the tariff rates on wool could be made without driving to the
wall either industry. :

Mr. WALSH. Do I understand the Senator to take the posi-
tion to-day that the duties ought not to be reduced at all?

Mr. WARREN. I do not take that position at all. I take no
position now about that except what I have said. The Senator
misquoted me, of course, accidentally.

Mr. WALSH. I certainly did not intend to misquote the
Senator. I should, however, like clearly to understand the
position of the Senator now if he will kindly inform us as to
what his attitode is.

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator vote with me upon a par-
tial rate? Will he vote with me for any tariff on wool? He
has formerly supported earnestly a tariff on wool. Has he
changed his mind?

Mr. WALSH. I have not any assurance yet as to how the
Senator will vote.

Mr. WARREN. I do not know that it is time to announce
what I expeet might be done on that question until the Senator
is ready to say what he would do.

Mr. WALSH. I will say I shall make no bargain with any-

body.
Mr. WARREN. Well, Mr. President, from his own judgment,
if it were not that it is a part of a large number of items in the
tariff bill, would the Senator advocate the immediate free-wool
standard?

Mr. WALSH. I asked the Senator a question and have not
had any answer yet.

Mr. WARREN. I was trying to get a little information from
one of superior judgment, who evidently has changed his mind
about what should be the tariff on wool.

I know it is claimed that placing a duty on wool passes the
duty up along through the stages of manufacture to the con-
sumer. Well, for the sake of argument, allowing that to be
true, what does it signify? And why not the item of protection
afforded the farmer, when his portion amounts simply to pen-
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nies instead of dollars from each suit of clothes? Why not his
small share of only a fraction of a dollar on each ordinary suit
of clothes? Why not the farmer, when you. protect at every
step from the farmer upward, and everybody connected with
the wool industry from farm to consumer’s back except the
grower of the product? The wool is first made into tops, and
upon them yon have a duty. It then goes into yarns, and there
again you have a duty. From there to cloths—under a duty, of
course. Then through the dealers’ hands, who attach their
profit, into the wholesale clothiers’ establishments—and they,
too, are protected. 'Then out to the wholesale dealers and retail
dealers, all of whom have their profits. Why should the farmer—
the one who works the hardest throughout, the most hours, and
for the least money—be the only one to have nothing at all in
the line of protection for his industry, while the moment the
product of his industry leaves his hands it is protected at every
turn? And, indeed, he himself, in buying back his own farm-
grown wool in the clothing necessary for himself and his family,
has all of these duties to pay. Where is the logic? Where is the
justice—the decency, even—in such invidious distinction?

I do not inveigh against the manufacturer's protection, but
against leaving the farmer with no protection at all for his
finished product, while his purchase of items with which to
produce that product, and for his living expenses, must be made
in a proteeted market.

The Senator from Georgia [Mr, Surra] and those who believe
with him seem to forget that the woolgrower's investment has
heen made and that his business is now standing upon the same
basls as that of manufacturers and others who have purchased
machinery, and so forth, in a protected market. As a matter
of fact, the farmer’s business is in more need of protection along
this lice than most of the other industries. Everything which
he uses on the farm and about it, and indeed the farm itself,
was bought in a protected market. His sheep were bought in a
protected market and reared under expenses of labor and sup-
plies, tools, implements, ete., all in the protected market which
the Senator mentions. %

Thus the woolgrower is most grievously hurt and must bear
a burden from which manufacturers have been in part relieved
by a retention of a part of their protective tariff.

BRIEF HISTORY OF WOOLGROWING.

The history of the woolgrowing industry has been told,
written, and published many times, and it is not my intention at
this time to go extensively into its details and rehearse what
“yon, yourselves, do know.” It will be neither untimely nor
out of place, however, to allude briefly to past events which
mark the history of the indusiry in this country. The latest
is the effect the proposed annihilation of protection on wool
has had on the industry during the present year.

The wool clip of the State of Wyoming for the present year,
estimated conservatively, amounts to over 30,000,000 pounds.
The general condition of the wool markets of the world outside
the United States should warrant the ready sale of the erop
at an average price of 19 cents a pound. But the disruption of
trade brought about by the impending elimination of the tariff
on wool and woolens has made it impossible to dispose of
but a portion of the year’s production, and the average price
realized has been around 14 cents per pound. The direct loss to the
woolgrowers of the State of Wyoming in the one season through
this expected legislation is two millions of dollars. The
wool clip of the entire country for the present year, conserva-
tively estimated, is 300,000,000 pounds, and the direct loss to the
wool-raising farmers of the country in the one year by reason
of the free-trade features of this bill as they affect wool,
amounts to nearly or guite twenty millions of dollars on wool
alone, to say nothing of the tremendous loss in value of sheep,
land, and so forth.

This immense sum is lost to the producers, and the sorrow of
it is that it will not benefit the consumer. No man nor woman
buying a plece of woolen goods to-day can get it any cheaper
on account of tariff agitation or prospective free trade, but
every pound of wool going into these goods brought the grower
b to 8 cents a pound less than it would had there beéen no
radical change proposed in the tariff on wool or if the free-trade
sword of Damocles had not been hanging over the industry since
November last.

The woolgrowing business has been one of paradoxes, in that
it has not always been what it seemed. When natural condi-
tions appeared to favor growth and prosperity in the business,
it has occasionally languished ; and sometimes, though not often,
it has improved in the face of adversity. It should have a
bright future in store for it; but, regardless of what should
be its fate, it may be annihilated and those engaged in it may
be forced to follow the advice of Senators who have told the

woolgrowers, as they have told the sugar-cane growers, to get
into some other business.

The growth of the woolgrowing business has been marked
by many complexities growing out of changing conditions of
agriculture in the various sections of the country; the competi-
tion of foreign producis, and of demestic products also; the
climatic extremes which one seanson may have been favorable
and the next disastrous to the indusiry; but most of all by the
vagaries of the National Legislature in dealing with that
produet.

The history of our national legislation in relation te wool
from the beginning of our present form of government for
at least 75 years is a record of almost unexplainable changes
in tariff rates.

I submit at this point a table shewing the tariff duties on
wool from 1780 to 1900,

The tarifl dutice on wwool, 17891909,

Date of act

of Congress. Date of tarifl.

Rates of duty.

July 4,1789 | July 4,1789 | Free.
ﬂ;. 27,1816 | July 11,1814 | 15 cent ad valorem.
22,1824 | July  1,1524 | Valoe not mqndi.ug 10 cents a pound, 15 per cent;

value exceeding 10 cents a pound, 20 per cent: after

hmr 1, 1825, 25 per cent; after June 1, 1825, 30 por

cent,

May 10,1828 | July 1,1828 | 4 cents ?ound and 40 per cent, the ad valorem rate
to be.J ]].nelr ué&t,: from July 1, 1820, and 50 per cent

fram July 1, 1830.

July 14,1832 | Mar. 3,1533 | Value not over § cents a pound, free; value over 8

?;ﬂnols a pound, 4 cents a pound and 40 per cent ad

Tem.

Mar. 2,1533 | Jan. 1,1334 | Duties of the preceding act in excess of 20 per cent to
} bave one-tenth of such excess taken off every 2
years till Jan. 1, 1842, when one half the residue to
be d od, and the remaining half after June 30,

1842,

Ang. 30,1842 | Aug. 30,1842 | Value not over 7 cents a pound, 5 eent: value ovar

7 cents s pound, 3 cents a° and 80 per eent.

July 30,1846 | Dec. 11,1846 | 30 cent ad valorem.

Mar, 3,1857 | July 1,1857 | Value not over 20 cents a pound, free; wvalue over 20

cents 8 pound, 24 per cent.

Mar. 2,1861 | Apr. 1,1861 | Value less than 18 cenis a pound, 5 cent; value 18

P ocents aod not over 24 cents a po; Jdcontsa z
walie over 24 cents a pound, 9 eants & pound.

June 30,1864 | July 11,1864 | Value 12 cents or less a pound, 3 cants a pound; valus
over 12 eenls & pound snd not over 24 cents, 6 cents
a pound; value over 24 cents a pound and not over
82 eents, 10 conts a pound and 10 cent ad valo-
rem; value over 32 cents a pound, 12 cents a
mdﬁo cent s;ld “lm]?mi;s s

thing weol, value 32 cents a pound or less,
10 cents o pound and 11 cent ad valorem; value

" over 32 cents s pound, 1 ceutsa?numlmd 10 per

cont ad valorem* washed wool, twice the regular

Moz, 2,1567 | Mar. 2,187

pet wool, vaiue 12 cents a peund or less, 3 cents a
pound; value over 12 cents 8 pound, 6 cents a pound.
All classes, scoured wool, treble the regular duty.
86,1872 | Ang. 1,1872 | All duties redoeed 10 ocent.

8,1875 | Mar. 3,1875 | Duties of act of Mar. 2, 1847, restored.

3,185 | July 1,188 | Ciass I, elothing wool, value 30 ceuts & pound or less,
10 cents a ponnd; value over 50 cenis a pound, 12
cents a ; washed wool, double the regular
duty. il, combing wod!, value 30 cents a
pound or less, 10 cents a pound; value over 30 cents
apound, 12 cents s pound, Class 11T, carpet wool,
value 12 cents a d or less, 2} eents & gonnd;
valué over 12 cents & pound, 5 cenis a pound. Al

classes, secoured wool, treble the regular duty.
Oct. 1,180 | Oct. 6,1800 | Class I, clothing wool, 11 cents a pound; If washed,
deuble the regular duty. Class I, combing wool,
12 cents a pound. Class carpet wool, value 13
cents a pound or Jess, 32 cent; value over 13
per

eenmng;md,w cent. All classes scoursd
wool, the regular dut;

FRE

‘*r’gﬁ

Ty 21897 JAuulg 24, 1807 O 1 clothing wool, 11 cents @ pound; f washed
i wool, 11 cents o H s
" double the regular duty. Class II, combing wool,

12 cents a pound. Class ITI, carpat wool, value 12
oents a pound or less, 4 eents a pound; value over 12
cents a pound, 7 centsa pound. All classes scoured
wool, treble the regular duty.

(Bee Wright's Woolgrowing and the Tarlff, pp. 344-316.)
WOOLGROWING IN COLONIAL TIMES.

At the close of our colonial and the outset of our national
history we had no defined woolgrowing industry. sheep raising
being but a small part of the general farm production of each
farmer. Most of the farmers raised a few coarse-wool sheep
for home manufacture of coarse clothing; and aside from a
very few fine flocks, one of them owned by President Washing-
ton, there were no flocke of any considerable size, and the
country depended upon England for ifs woolens.

. The faet that there was no home wool industry to protect
perhaps accounts for placing wool on the free list of the first
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national tariff bill enacted, which was in 1789. Indeed, im-
portations of wool were encouraged in order to give the few
woolen or carding mills of the country raw material with which
to work. There was a tariff of 5 per cent on woolen goods
in 1789, 10 per cent in 1792, 15 per cent in 1794, and 174 per
cent in 1804; but the tariff was of but little benefit to the
manufacturing industry until it was raised to 35 per cent in 1812.

The high tariff rates imposed during ithe War of 1812 and
the previous prohibition of importations brought about by the
embargo and the nonintercourse act shut off the supply of
wool and woolen goods from abroad and placed the country
on its own resources, and from 1808 until the end of the War
of 1812 the growers of wool and the manufacturers of woolen
goods had the benefit of almost absolute protection by the
practical prohibition of imports of both the raw material and
the manufactured article.

The effect on both wool producing and manufacturing was
fmmediate. Factories increased rapidly in number, the price
of wool advanced, and for the first time in our history wool-
growing became an industry worthy of note. It was during
this period that the merino was introduced into this country
in any considerable number, and it has been estimated that be-
tween April 1, 1810, and August 31, 1811, some 20,000 high-
grade merinos were brought into the United States from Spain
and Portugal. The War of 1812 not only cut off the supply
of woolens from abroad but created an increased home demand
in order to supply our troops with clothing, and prices of wool
went soaring, pure merino wool selling in 1814 for from $2 to
$3 a pound and common wool bringing from 30 to 50 cents a
pound. In that year the country contained 10,000,000 sheep,
and the wool clip was from twenty-two to twenty-four million
pounds.

Following the close of the War of 1812, a determined struggle
was made by England to capture American trade, and as soon
as the inhibitions of the war ‘were removed our markets were
flooded with English woolen goods; and this led to the enact-
ment of the tariff of 1816, which placed a 15 per cent ad valorem
rate on wool and 25 per cent on woolen goods. Preceding the
imposition of those rates the importations of British wool and
woolen manufactures into the United States were phenomenal.
In 1815 the importations of wool and woolens amounted in
value to $50,000,000, and in 1816 to $21,000,000. The flood was
checked somewhat by the 1816 tariff, but the industry was
crippled, and petitions poured in on Congress for higher tariff
rates. In the face of the determination of England to absorb
our markets and an inadequate duty to insure its protection,
the woolen industry during this period gained strength. In
1824 a slight increase in tariff was secured; the wool tariff
increased so that after 1826 it was 30 per cent, except that
costing 10 cents or less, which remained at the old rate of
15 per cent; and the tariff on woolen goods raised to 30 per
cent until 1825 and 333 per cent thereafter.

The increased duties, however, did not prevent England from
making a most desperate effort to destroy the wool growing
and manufacturing industries of this counfry. The woolen
trade of England was depressed, and many English firms sold
their products in America for less than cost, large quantities
of goods being sent over and sold at auction for what they
would bring.

Niles's History of the Wool Industry thus describes the situa-
tion:

It is notorious that at sums of money were expended by the
British to destroy our flocks of sheep, that they might thereby ruin
our manufactories. They bought up sand immediately slaughtered
great numbers- of our shee%. They nght our best machine;{ and
sent it off to England, and hired our best mechanics and most skillful
workmen to go to England simplfr to get them out of the country,
and so hinder and destroy our existing and prospective manufactures,

In n memorial to Congress of the growers and manufacturers
of wool, adopted at Woodstock, Vt.,, in December, 1826, it was
stated :

Partly from England having Egluthul the South American market,
artly from the repeal of the English duty on foreign wool, partly
rom the commercial and manufacturing distress which for 18 months
past has pervaded that Kingdom, reducing the price of manufac-
turing labor to iess than omne-half the former rate, and rtly from
frauds committed on our revenue by English agents in this country
involeing thelr goods far below their cost and rendering the protection
given by the tarlf of 1824 a perfect nullity, our country has again
been deluged with British goods.

An increase in the wool tariff was granted in the act of 1828,
and for the first time a specific duty was placed on wool impor-
tations. This, despite the continued fierce competition of Eng-
land, kept the woolgrowing and wool manufactures of the
country on an up-grade, until in 1830 a period of prosperity
dawned, the price of wool went up, and the business became one
of the firmly established indusiries of the country, accumulating

sufficient strength to withstand the inroads upon it made by
subsequent ‘““ compromise” and revenue tariffs and even free
trade in the raw material,

Not content to “let well enough alone,” the tariff act of
1832-33 and the “compromise” act of 1833-34 placed wool
valued at not over 8 cents a pound on the free list and lowered
the rates on the higher grades. These reductions were followed
in each instance by heavy importations of wool and woolens—
as usual, the woolgrower getting the worst of it—the incrense
in manufactured goods being but 75 per cent, while imports of
raw wool increased 250 per cent.

WOOL INDUSTRY HARD HIT BY TARIFF REDUCTIONS.

The wool industry was hard hit by the panic of 1837, which
brought a sharp drop in the price of wool, and wool manufac-
turers were demoralized. The decline in wool prices continued
until 1843, when, under the stimulus of a specific duty on raw
wool imposed by the protective act of August 30, 1842, prices
began to go upward, culminating in 1853, when prices were
double what they were in 1843.

Ohio fine-washed wool in 1843 was 33 cents per pound; in
1853, 60 cents.

The ideal tariff bill, from the viewpoint of free-trade and
tariff-without-protection advocates, has always been, since its
enactment and until recently, the Walker Act of 1846, which
reduced the duties on manufactured goods and placed ad valo-
rem rates on raw material. This policy was designed to have
the consumer buy in the cheapest markets of the world and the
producer of raw material sell in foreign markets, the theory
being the pleasing one that we would sell our products in high
markets and buy our supplies in low markets.

But, while the theory was alluring, the practical result was
different. Representative Covode, of Pennsylvania, in a speech
in the House in 1857, thus explained the workings of the
Walker Act: &

The tariff of 1846 1mPoses a duty of 30 per cent on wool, while the
duty on blankets is only 20 per cent, thus making a discrimination
in favor of the forcign manufacturer and against our own of 10 per
cent. Under this tarif the importation of blankets rah up last year
to over $6,000,000. Now, who Is benefited by this condition of thin
but the forei manufactorer and forei)fn woolgrower ? Probably
not one pound of American wool entered into the composition of this
enormous amount of imported goods. Had the duty been so arranged
as to enable our own manufacturers to make this article, it would have
afforded a market at home for about 8,000,000 pounds of wool. Thus
it will be seen that the Interest of the woolgrower is to have a suffi-
clent protection for the manufacturers to cnable them to make all
such goods, thereby securing a market for his wool at home, as it is
not to be supposeti that the American woolgrower will be able to go
into the markets of the world in competition with the Russian and
Australign producers.

The Walker tariff law was changed by the act of 1857, which
placed nearly all raw materials on the free list. All wool cost-
ing less than 20 cents a pound was made free and the duty
reduced from 30 per cent to 24 per cent ad valorem on wool cost-
ing more than that amount. The duty on woolen goods was re-
duced from 30 per cent to 24 per cent ad valorem.

The crigis and panic of 1857, which followed closely the
enactment of the tariff law of that year, was particularly
severe upon the wool manufacturing industry. Wool prices
were nominal, and some grades were not salable at any price.

The free-trade tariffs of 1846 and 1857 not only failed to
benefit the wool growing and manufacturing industries, but
gave both a decided setback from the prosperous condition in
which they were placed by the protective tariff of 1842. Under
that act and prior to the passage of the Walker Act the country
was on the verge of becoming an exporter of wool. The New
York Evening Post is quoted in Niles’'s Register of the Wool
Industry as saying, in 1844 :

We have already referred to the fact, that is becoming every year
more certain, viz, that this country is adapted by means of fts ex-
tensive Pmiries to become in a few years a larger producer and ex-
porter of wool than any other nation.

In fact, American wools—one lot from Oregon—began to ap-
pear in the London markets. But conditions socon changed and
the Walker Act put a quietus on hopes that we might become
exporters of wool.

FAVORABLE EFFECT OF PROTECTIVE TARIFF.

The Morrill tariff act of March 2, 1861, was a return to the
protective system of tariff legislation. It increased duties gen-
erally about 10 per cent and changed many rates from ad valo-
rem to specifiec. Wool duties were made specifiec, and the pro-
tective rates of this act, combined with the effects of the order
issued by Secretary Stanton in 1862, which prohibited purchases
of all articles of clothing for the Army from being made abroad
if they could be purchased in the United States, brought about
a great expansion in the wool growing and manufacturing in-
dustries. In the woolen industry the consumption of wool in-
creased from 98,379,785 pounds in 1860 to 219,970,174 pounds in
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1870, or 123.59 per cent. The domestic wool clip increased dur-
ing the decade from 60,000,000 to 180,000,000 pounds. The
number of operatives employed increased from 59,822 in 1860
to 110,859 in 1870, and the wages paid increased from $13,361,-
602 to $40,357,238.

Joint conventions held by wool manufacturers and woolgrow-
ers in 1865 led to a readjustment of the tariff through the act
of March 2, 1867, by which the relative duties on raw wool
and manufactures of wool were arranged on what was deemed
a sclentific and eguitable basis and ratio.

That act has been ealled the most important in the history of
wool and woolens, in that it established a ratio for the duties
on wool and woolen goods which, except for the reduction in
duties in 1883 and the brief period of free wool of the TWilson-
Gorman Act, has remained substantially the same to the pres-
ent day.

Under the 1867 rates of about 10 cents a pound the wool-
growing industry flourished and the production of wool in-
creased from 160,000,000 pounds in 1867 to 300,000,000 in 1884,
Sheep numbered 39,385,386 in 1867 and 50,626,620 in 1884.

Tariff agitation in 1882 resulted in the creation of the tariff
commission of that year, which prepared a bill that, with many
changes and amendments, became a law July 1, 1883, The law
proved unsatisfactory to both political parties. The changes
made in the rates on woolen goods affected the wool growing and
manufacturing industries disastrously.

The Mills bill of 1888, which provoked a most extended tariff
discussion in the eampaign of 1888, formed the issue in that
campaign which resulted in the election of President Harrison
and a Republican Congress.

1t is worthy of note that the wool schedule of the Mills bill
was almost identical with Schedule K of the Underwood bill.
It proposed placing wool on the free list and imposing a duty
of about 40 per cent on woolen goods. The minority report of
the Ways and Means Committee of the House, signed by William
D. Kelley, Thomas M. Browne, Thomas B. Reed, William Me-
Kinley, jr., and Julius O. Burrows, in dealing with the wool
schedule might well apply to the pending Underwood-Simmons

bill. The report in part recites:
Nowhere in the bill is the ultimate purpose of its authors more mani-
fest than in its treatment of wool. It places the product on the free

list and exposes our flocks and fleeces to merciless competi from
abroad. In this respect the bill is but the echo of the t's
message, and gives emphasis to the settled purpose of the majority to
break down one of the most valuable industries of the country. It is

ublic preclamation that the American policy of protection, so long ad-
Eered to and under which has been secured unprec ted prosperity in
every department of human effort, is to be abandon

W{w have the majority %ut wool on the free lst?

First, the purpose is to bring down the price of wool. If this should
be the result, we inguire at whose expense and loss? ' It must be at the
expense of the American woolgrower, and to his loss. * * * The

ury, by the confession of the majority, will fall upon the American
woolgrower. He is to be the first victim. He can find no profitable for-
elgn market, if he Is unahle to hold his own, and it is absurd to talk
about enlarging the market for his product at home with the wool of the
world crowdinlg our shores unchecked by customhouse duties, * * *

The bill wil xt;roatly increase importations of the foreign product and
diminish, if not wholly destroy, our own production. Every nation
ought, if possible, to tglmnth.m:e its clothing as well as its food. This
nation can do both, if the majority will let it alone.

The majority asserts that we must produce our woolen goods at
lower cost and be able to undersell the tore!ﬁ:: produet. And after this
how i8 the lower cost to be secured? First, by fleecing the woolgrower,
and next by reducing the labor cost in the manufacture. How are we to
undersell the tnrelﬁn product? By making the cost of manufacturing
less than theirs. In other words, by cutting down the wages of our
skilled and unskilled labor; not to the foreign standard simply, but below
it, for the product must cost us less If we undersell our competitors.
Thé American farmer will not quietly submit to this injustice. The
American workingman will indignantly repel this effort to degrade his

labor.

How apropos this report to the present situation! We have a
Democratic majority forced by a minority-elected President, who
received 150,000 fewer votes in 1812 than Mr. Bryan received
in 1908 and more than 1,300,000 less than a majority in 1012,
to put wool on the free list against its, the Congress's, intention,
which was to levy a duty of 15 per cent upon wool importations,

The McKinley Act of 1890, the Dingley Act of 1897, and the
Payne Act of 1909 maintained protective duties on wool and
manufactures of wool practically unchanged for the period from
1890 to 1913, with the exception of the three years of free wool,
1804 to 1897, covered by the Wilson-Gorman Act.

THE 1894 FRUEE-TRADE FIASCO.

I am not going to enlarge upon the effect of the Cleveland
Administration and the free-wool provision of the Wilson-
Gorman Act on the wool industry. Suffice it to say that previous
to 1804 we were importing annually about 140,000,000 pounds of
wool. During the fiscal year 1804, just previous to the enact-
ment of the Wilson-Gorman law, the imports fell off to 55,000,000
pounds in anticipation of the repeal of the duty. During the
three years 1895, 1896, and 1807, identical with the operation
of the Wilson-Gorman law, the imports amounted to nearly

800,000,000 pounds, or an average of over 260,000,000 pounds a
year, not only displacing what should have been the Awmerican
production, but reducing. the price received by the American
woolgrower from 40 to 50 per cent. Under the blight of frec
wool the number of sheep in this country decreased in three
years from 47,000,000 to less than 37.000,000, and the value of
our flocks decreased from $127,000,000 to $67,000,000, a loss in
value of nearly 50 per cent.

Not only was our market flooded with woolen goods, but under
the reduced duties on shoddy and rags imposed by the Wilson-
Gorman Act the imports of shoddy and rags increased from
48,606 pounds during the last year of the McKinley Act term to
6,55%199 pounds under the first year of the Wilson-Gorman
tariff, -

In 1890, under a duty of 10 cents a pound, the imports of
rags and shoddy amounted to 584,172 pounds.

During the four years of the operation of the McKinley bill,
with a duty of 30 cents a pound on shoddy, the imports were
1,554,993 pounds.

During the three years of the operation of the Wilson-Gorman
Act, with a duty of 15 per cent ad valorem, the importations
were 40,016,762 pounds—the importations in 1897 alone, while
the importers were trying to rush all they could into the coun-
try before the rates were raised, being 28192399 pounds.

Under the 12 years’ operation of the Dingley Aet,"with a rate
of 25 cents a pound, the total importation of shoddy was only
2,087,054 pounds.

Thus the average annual importation under a duty of 80 cents
a pound and with dutiable wool, was only 388,748 pounds.
Under 15 per cent ad wvalorem and free wool as high as
15,338,920 pounds. Under 25 cents a pound and dutiable wool,
only 178,754 pounds.

In view of these figures what may we expect when the bars
are all down and shoddy comes in absolutely free for the first
time in our history?

In reference to the domestic production of shoddy, the Tariff
Board reported that the industry in the United States has made
no decided growth durin® the last decade. The number of
establishments has declined and the value of products has in-
creased only slightly. 3

The rate of duty of 25 cents a pound has almost completely
kept out importations, and this, with the declining production
at home, has tended during the past 10 to 15 years to give us
better grades of home manufactured clothing than during any
previous period.

Concerning the production of shoddy in England, the Tariff
Board reported :

The greatest shoddy—lgrodudng center in the world is in and near
Batley and Dewsbury, England. Of the 900 mf-grm machines in
the United Kingdom, Yorkshire, in which Batley and wsbury are
located, has 881 machines, * * * In 1907 the United Kingdom is
2 ’?E%egﬁ '_:(to have produaced 137,056,000 pounds of shoddy valued at

The Underwood-Simmons bill places shoddy on the free list,
which is a plain invitation to cheapen our clothing with adul-
terants made from the rags and refuse of England and other
foreign countries. No one will gain by this operation but the
rag merchant, the rag grinder, and shoddy manufacturer of
England and France. The one who will lose correspondingly
will be the wearer of cheap and moderate-priced clothing—the
consumer. He may think he is buying serviceable articles, only
to find that they will go to pleces in the first rainstorm or dur-
ing the first damp day which overtakes him.

Placing shoddy on the free list is placing a premium on de-
Edepttiixoun and fraud, with the innocent wearer of clothing as the

ctim.

Shall we thus advertise ourselves as a shoddy Natlon?

UXITED STATES NOT A SHODDY NATION.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. I should like to understand very much. more
clearly than I do now the position of the Senator with respect
to that matter. My understanding is that a protective tariff is
imposed for the purpose of stimulating home production. I
gather that the Senator wants a duty on shoddy and on rags .
for some other reason than to stimulate the home production of
shoddy and rags.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has guessed just right.

Mr. WALSH. But why will not n protective tariff on shoddy
and rags stimulate the production of shoddy and rags in this
country, if it will stimulate the production of any other prod-
uct—wool, for instance?

Mr. WARREN. We certainly keep out the foreigners, the
greatest shoddy manufacturers of the world, in that way.
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Mr, WALSH. Exactly. Then how do you profect the domes-
tic consumer from the use of such goods as you describe, when
you promote the production of shoddy and rags in this country?

Mr. WARREN. In the first place, the production in this coun-
try is very slight, because of the lack of the material.

Mr. WALSH. But you do not prevent the use of it.

AMr. WARREN. In the next place, we are not a shoddy-
wearing nation, if honesty is practiced in the making of clothes.

Mr. WALSH. Then, as I understand the Senator, while we
will not wear shoddy goods made from domestic shoddy, we will
consume enormous quantities made from imported shoddy?

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator is very ingenious;
I will not say ingenuous. A certain amount of shoddy pressed
into felts gnd coarse material can be absorbed without imposing
upon the wearer of clothes. But fo undertake to let into this
country the product of all these other countries, to make this
the dumping place, and to use it in clothing, is to wrong the
wearers of clothing.

Mr. WALSH. One more question: Will not the Senator agree
with me fully that the only legitimate way to meet that condi-
tion is to pass an appropriate act branding these goods so that
the public may be informed as to the character of the goods
they buy?

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I do not know what the record
of the Senator has been heretofore regarding that particular
matter, but I have had it under consideration. I have here on
my desk a report of a hearing where I appeared before a com-
mittee of the House to advocate a thorough investigation with
that end in view. I was one to respond favorably to a resolu-
tion, introduced, I think, by a Senator from Montana, Mr. Clark,
or possibly by the Senator from New York, Mr. Platt. I
am not entirely certain that I did not introduce one myself.
Difficulties were met at that time. It was clearly a matter that
would have to come up from the House, under the guise of being
a revenue measure. If the Senator from Montana wishes to
introduce that matter and follow it up, I shall be very glad to
be of any assistance I can, as I have been before.

Mr, WALSH. A bill of that character is now before the
Senate, introduced by my colleague; and as a matter of course
I shall be very glad to have the earnest and valuable assistance
of the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. WARREN. As the Senator knows, and as I think the Sen-
ator's colleague must admit, it is a matter that must come up
from the House.

Mr. WALSH. I do not see why.
all why it should.

Mr. WARREN. I will simply say to the Senator that if he
will look at the oleomargarine legislation, and what has been
effected under it, he will see why. But why do not the Sen-
ator and his party include that regulation in with all the other
various and sundry ministerial regulations now in the pending
tariff measure?

Mr. WALSH. Before this colloquy is ended, I desire to say
that it is perfectly obvious now, from the remarks of the Sen-
ator, that the protective tariff which has been imposed npon
shoddy and rags has not met the condition, as he himself recog-
nizes by his activity in behalf of such legislation as I suggest.

Mr. WARREN. 1 do not understand what the Senator means
by that. YWhat does he mean?

Mr. WALSH. I understand that the Senator from Wyoming
himself has been active in promoting such legislation as I sug-
gest, recognizing that the duties already imposed upon rags and
shoddy do not meet the evil, and that it has not been eradicated
in consequence of them.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, on the contrary I have been
showing here with figures, not with words, that the use of it
here, as a result of the high rate, has receded, and receded
greatly.

Mr. WALSH. That is not the point I am referring to. The
Senator has now told us about how heretofore he has been ac-
tive— #

Mr. WARREN., In what?

Mr. WALSH. In endeavoring to get such legislation as I
suggested was the appropriate remedy for the evil of imposing
shoddy goods upon the public. '

Mr. WARREN. The legislation about which the Senator is
speaking did not come up in the manner he presents it, as a
shoddy measure. It cnme up as to all adulterants, without re-
gard to whether they were cotton or wool, and proposed simply
that they should be labeled with a deseription. Then, there
came up the features of administration, and what might be the
punishment for violation of the law, the penalty, and so forth.
The Senator is a great lawyer, and I am not, and he perhaps
may be able to set me right in this; but the great lawyers at that

I can not understand at

time were not able to say that the matter could be digested and
brought in in a revenue measure without some danger of its
being declared unconstitutional, just as in the ease of the oleo-
margarine bill. Many lawyers still think that is unconstitu-
tional and ought to be tried out.

Mr. WALSH. As to that, I do not conceive that any lawyers
can differ in respect to the power to initiate in this body an
act requiring the branding of all goods in order that their
character may be known to the purchasers. But that is alto-
gether aside from the question. Whether the bill should origi-
nate in the other House or in this, I understand the Senator
to say that the legislation has had his active support.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, the Senator must not mis-
quote me. There has been no such legislation. What I said
about it was thaf I had supported the resolution that called for
an inquiry to see what might be done to effect such an end,

Mr. WALSH. Whatever was done had the concurrence and
the approval of the Senator, because he recognized that the
evil had not been met by the levy of a duty upon rags and
shoddy.

Mr. WARREN. Very well, Mr. President; but that only inci-
dentally touches shoddy. I wish to say now, with all respect
to the Senator from Montana and to others, that I have never
yet discussed the question of shoddy upon facts and history,
with free-wool advocates, but that there was a shrinking and an
attempt to divert me from shoddy itself into some sgide issue.
I do not blame those who wish to divert attention from the
shoddy guestion, and the legislation that has heretofore been
mentioned.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Massachuseits?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. WEEKS. I suppose everyone will agree that the larger
percentage of wool and the galler percentage of shoddy which
appears in clothing, the better off the average citizen is. I wish
to ask the Senator from Wyoming if it is not a fact that under
the present law the proportion of shoddy used in goods in
England has increased, while the proportion used in goods in
the United States has decreased?

Mr. WARREN. That is true; and it is measurably true as
to all free-trade countries, but more especially in England.

Mr. WEEKS. Does it not follow from that that if we put
shoddy on the free list we are likely to be in exactly the same
position that Great Britain is, and that the proportion of shoddy
that will appear in our woolen clothes will increase as a result?

Mr. WARREN. Undoubtedly. -

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in proof of that I wish to call
the attention of the Senator from Montana to a few figures.

During the time the McKinley law was in force, three years
and eight months, there were imported into this country H08,023
pounds of shoddy. During the time the Wilson bill was in
force, three years and four months, there were imported into
this country 86,263,630 pounds of shoddy. During the 13 years
from 1898, since the Dingley law was passed, there have been
imported into this country only 6,751,677 pounds.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yleld to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. WARREN. I do, with pleasure.

Mr, WILLIAMS. How much shoddy was made in this
country during those respective periods? I understand the
Republican theory is that you put on a duty in order to protect
the home production of a product. To what extent did it pro-
tect the home production of shoddy?

Mr. WARREN. The Senator speaks of the general policy of
protection.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Yes.

Mr. WARREN. But I will say to the Senator that there are
substances that we might protect the other way, by keeping
them out as far as we can.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Very well; but I wish to know what was
the effect upon the domestic production of shoddy. If the
Senator from Utah [Mr. Smoor] has those figures, they will be
interesting.

Mr. SMOOT. One effect it has Lad, certainly, was that it
kept the disease-bearing rags and shoddy of European coun-
tries out of the United States. Another effect was that the
clothes made in the United States do not carry anywhere near
the percentage of shoddy carried by clothes made in England
and Germany.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Can the Senator give me the domestic pro-
duction and consumption of shoddy during the periods he has
referred to?
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Mr. WARREN. T have already gone over that ground, and I
have stated that there was no appreciable increase in the
manufacture of shoddy in this country.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Where does the Senator get that informa-
tion?

Mr. WARREN. T get it in the Tariff BDoard report, T get it
in the Statistical Abstract, I get it in any of the official figures.
I supposed that was too well known to make it necessary to put
the exact figures in here. I shall be very glad to furnish them,
howerver.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, T can give the Senator some
figzures on this point. Lo

Mr. WILLTAMS. If the importation of a thing is prevented,
and the demand for it continues, it necessarily follows that the
domestic production of it will increase.

Mr. WARREN. It has not so operated with us.

Mr. PENROSE. Tor the information of the Senator, if the
Senator from Wyoming will permit me——

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.
Mr. PENROSE. British woolen mills, according to an official

estimate, use 200,000,000 pounds of shoddy every year. The
consumption of shoddy in the woolen mills of the United States
in the year 1909, a year of active manufacturing, was less than
80,000,000 pounds. The use of shoddy is decreasing under the
protective system of the United States. It is increasing under
the tariff-for-revenue system of Great Britain.

I have here a memorandum which states that British manu-
facturers import rags for shoddy from all the world. The
United States imports almost no rags and shoddy, but exports
to British manufacturers every year thousands of bales of rags
for which there is no adequate market and no active use in this
conntry.

Mr. WILLTAMS. Whence does the Senator get his figures
about the production of shoddy in America aud the consump-
tion of it by our mills?

Mr. PENROSE. From an official estimate. I ecan get the
Senator the reference. I have not it here. I have here a good
many figures where I have not a memorandum of the source
of my information, but it is official.

Mr. WARREN. It Is undisputed. The Senator can take
that to be comparably true, becaunse the fact is we are not
naturally a shoddy country. We are not using shoddy, and we
are not manufacturing shoddy at any increasing rate. The only
way to increase its use is to let it come in free, and then if our
workingmen are out of work and too poor to buy good clothes,
they are imposed upon by dealers selling them shoddy clothes,

Mr. PENROSE. I can give the Senator from Mississippi a

statement from the Tariff Board report, page 72, as follows:
. The greatest shoddy—})raduclng center In the world is In and near
Batley and Dewsbury, England: Of the 900 rag-grinding machines in
the United Kingdom, Yorkshire, in which Batley and %)ewslmr}' are
located, bas 881 machines. In the whole of the United States there
are only 3406 rag-grinding machines.

Less than half the number in one district in England.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Of course it goes without saying that there
are more peor people in England, comparatively, than in the
United States, and therefore more people who would wear
shoddy.

Mr. WARREN. Why? Why are they poorer?

Mr. WILLIAMS. Beecause every old country that has ex-
ploited its resources to the full has a larger number of people
who must buy cheap goods of every description, if they buy
any at all.

Mr. WARREN. Has the eastern or older part of this eountry
become poorer and less able to buy than the western part?

Mr, WILLIAMS. Oh, no; but the East has the market of
the 90,000,000 people all over this entire country, who have not
exhauvsted their resources nor fully developed them.

My, WARREN., And England has the whole world, and
opens up her ports to everybody.

Mr. WILLIAMS. There is a magnificent free trade in this
country from the Atlantic to the Pacific.

AMr. WARREN. England ought to have less poor people and
more prosperity, if the theory of the Senators on the other side
is correct.

Mr. WALSH. T desire to say, because reference was made
to myself in this mafier, that if the fact is as suggested by the
Senator from Wyoming—and of course we all recognize that
it is the fact—that there are in this country people too poor to
buy woolen clothing made of the original long fiber, but able
to buy elothing made of shoddy, which is nothing more than
the short fiber. I should like to have some one tell me why
we should legislate to deny to them the opportunity so to do.
The only proper way to proceed in that matter is to have
some act passed so that a man may know whether he is buying
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clothing made of the long fiber, the original wool, or whether
he is buying clothing made of shoddy, or renovated rags, or
any other waste. So is not this discussion of shoddy and rags
ufterly irrelevant to any consideration of the question of the
duty on wool? -

Mr. WARREN. As to the relevancy, I assume the Senator
will give me the same privilege that I will give him. Each one
settles the relevancy for himself. As to what advice I would
give the poor man, I would tell him to buy honest goods so that
he would know he was getting his money’s worth.

Let me ask the Senator a question. I have answered his. If
he is in favor of having these manufactures of woolens labeled
why not put it in the tariff bill? There is a great deal of legis-
lative, executive, and administrative matter in the bill. Why
does not the Senator put it in there? I will vote for it there,
if he will put it in.

Mr. WALSH. I dare say the Senator will. but T do not see
any renson why we should encumber this tariff bill with general
legislation of that character.

Mr. WARREN. I simply ask the Senator why not put that
in the bill. Why have you the present legislative matters in it?

Mr. WALSH. I do not see why we should put it in. Why
shoyld we not pass it immediately after this bill is disposed of?

Mr. WARREN. Why should we legislate on cotton futures
in the pending bill?

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, that is a revenue matter.

Mr. WARREN. This other will have to be a revenue matter,
the Senator will find before he gets through with it.

Mr. WEEKS. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wy-
oming yield to the Senator from Massachuseits?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. WEEKS. The statement just made by the Senator from
Pennsylvania to the effect that Great Britain imports rags not
only from all parts of Europe but from the United States com-
pels one to the observation that in that free-trade country they
are clothing their people in rags and the result is that they are
paying old-age pensions. And the purpose of this bill will be
to put us exactly in the same position to wear shoddy and rags
and to give old-age pensions to people who are not able to
accumulate and take care of themselves.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyom-
ing yield to his colleague?

Mr. WARREN. With pleasure.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. It occurs to me we are all agreed
that we ought not to clothe the American people with shoddy.
The purpose of a tariff on shoddy is not, as the Senator from
Mississippi well knows, to protect shoddy manufacturers in
this country. It is to that extent——

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not say that it was its intent. I
said it was its effect. :

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Well, whatever its effect, that
is not the purpose of it. The purpose of it is to keep out as
far as possible shoddy and rags gathered from tha slums of
the earth 1 put on the backs of our American people to wear.
The purpose that is involved in the hill of the colleague of the
Senator from Montana is that if a man does wear this stuff he
shall purchase it with his eyes open, and as far as possibla
to keep it out of the American market.

It seems fo me that the very history of the shoddy legis-
lation shows that we have kept out by a tariff on shoddy a
tremendous amount of this unwholesome mataerial. By putting
the shoddy on the free list the couniry invites an increased
importation of it. The only question is whether it is advisable
to import it or keep it out. If it is advisable to import in-
creased quantities of if, then throw the ports open to it. If it
is advisable to keep it out then let us close our poris so far
as we can to it.

I do not think it is a question of revenue. T do not think
it is a question of protection. It is simply a question of keep-
ing an unwholesome product out from our country and our
manufactories. That is the way it occurs to me.

Mr. PENROSE. Will the Senator from Wyoming permit an
interruption? 3

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. PENROSE. While the Senator is giving these interesting
figures on the extent of the woolgrowing and wool-manufac-
turing industry, I shounld like to'ask him how many men, in his
opinion, are employed or directly or indirectly interested in wool-
growing. The impression has been put forth in this discussion
by those advocating free wool that only a scanty number of
shepherds here and there, at very low wages and not of very
high character, are much concerned about the industry. If the
Senator has the figures——
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Mr. WARREN. Does the Senator refer to those who are
interested in sheep and woolgrowing and wool manufacture——

Mr. PENROSE. I do not refer to the manufacture of wool,
but to woolgrowing.

Mr. WARREN. Those who have given it a life study main-
tain that at least a million people are interested in woolgrow-
ing. Of course, there are not a million shepherds or a million
herds of sheep, but that is estimated to be the number of those
who are interested in the industry.

Mr. JAMES. I should like to ask the Senator a question.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Kentucky?

Mr. WARREN. I shall after a moment. Now, as to the char-
acter of the sheep industry, it may serve the purpose of ad-
vancing the interest of this tariff bill to review the character of
a certain class of workingmen. I know of no industry except
of a very highly skilled or scientific nature but that has in its
employment some low-priced and ignorant men. But, as I said
yesterday, so far as the sheep herders are concerned in Wyo-
ming, they are equally as intelligent as any other class of people.
I said truthfolly that many college graduates took up that avo-
cation, some to learn it because they wished to interest them-
selves in it, others because it was a healthful avocation. I have
here, which if it was not too long I would ask to put in-the
Recorp, a story in the Living Age copied from Blackwood's
Magazine, written by a sheep herder doing the ordinary sheep
herder's work. The reading of it will show a very highly edu-
cated man and a very fluent writer. I should be glad to loan
it to the Senator from Pennsylvania or any Senator who believes
that that industry may not have intelligence in its employees.

Mr. PENROSE. 1 do not believe that. I do not want to have
that impression conveyed.

Mr. WARREN. I know very well you do not.
the Senator from Kentucky. =

AMr. JAMES. The Senator has been tfelling us about the de-
velopment of the sheep industry. Could the Senator tell us
how many States of the Union produce more wool than the
people in those States consume?

Mr. WARREN. I do not know that I have the statistics
here at hand at this moment for that kind of a comparison.
It would be very easy to figure it out. But perhaps the Senator
will tell me what he wishes to follow that with?

Mr. JAMES. I want to ask the Senator if it is not true
that only 10 States in the Union produce more wool than the
.people in those States consume?

* Mr. WARREN. What would be the inference?

Mr. JAMES. The inference is that the people of various
States—for instance, of Kentucky, where they produce about
3,000,000 pounds of wocl—are being taxed to buy 14,000,000
pounds of wool; and the industry, however much it has de-
veloped, the Senator, of course, can not deny that in the last
10 years the sheep production has fallen off about $12,000,000.

Mr. PENROSIE. Wil the Senator from Wyoming permit me?

Mr. WARREN. Will the Senator allow me a moment in
answer to the Senator from Kentucky?

I wish first to say that I have already proven that such figures
of decrease are not correct. And, Mr. President, we have to
support this Government. It is going to be done partially
by taxation. I am one of those who believe that we can tax
the foreigner when he comes in here for his license to trade
and do business in our market; and if a man is not engaged
in woolgrowing and he pays 15 or 20 cents, or a dollar even,
more for a suit of wool clothing, he has contributed that much
to help support the Government.

But now turn it another way. If there are so many States
that do not raise wool, compare that with the manufacturing
of woolens. There are surely fewer woolen manufacturers than
there are sheepmen, and yet the sheep grower and everybody
else is assessed on the Senator's theory to pay the tariff on
woolen goods. _

Now, I will put a guestion to the Senator. How many States
are there In the Union that grow more rice than they consume?

Mr, JAMES. , There are very few States that grow more rice
than they consume. -

Mr. WARREN. Yet you tax them all

Mr. JAMES. So far as I am individually concerned, I am no
advocate of a tariff upon rice. It is only for the purpose of
obtaining revenue. If rice were as universally used as clothing
and as essentlal, then there might be something in the Senator
asking me the question as to how many States produce more
rice then they consume,

AMr. WARREN. Of course the Senantor understands the situa-
tion. I have been in the game. I have heard it stated on this
floor, on both sides by eminent men, that no man ever in the

I now yield to

Senate or House voted for a tariff bill that suited him in all
its particulars. Of course we may all have things in any bill
to which we may object. But the Senator’s explanation of rice
does not explain, because I do not know of a table in the country
where rice does not appear as a matter of food.

Mr. JAMES. Mr. President——

Mr, WARREN. I yield to the Senator.

Mr. JAMES. I think the Senator is entirely mistaken about
rice being of as universal consumption as he states. I am not
familiar with the West, but I would say that in Kentucky there
are not 2 families out of 10 that use rice.

Mr. WARREN. There are a great many familics that use
little or no wool, especially in a warm eclimate.

Mr. JAMES.« The point I am trying to call to the attention
of the Senator is that 38 States in the Union preduce less wool
than they consume, and I am going to put into the REecorp be-
fore this argument is through a statement of the inhabitants in
each State and the number of pounds produced in each Slate
and the amount of wool consumed by the people of each State,
so that the public may know how much each State is being taxed
for the purpose of growing the number of sheep that are pro-
duced there.

Mr. WARREN. I should like, if the Senator will give me
notice then, to file as accurately as I can the number of States
which have woolen and cotton factories, and the States which do
not have such factories. The inhabitants of all the Slates miust
pay the tariff attached to the duty on cotton and weolen goods.
If the Senator is logical he must of course take the tariff off
of everything that is consumed or worn provided there are more
people in every State engaged in other businesses, and so forth.

Now, suppose it is true, as the Senator states, that we have
fewer sheep than produce the amount of wool used in each
State, that is all the more reason why, if it is an industry which
ought to be protected, we should protect it. It is not a matter
of wool alone. The Senator did not do me the honor to remain
while I was discussing the mutton end of the proposition.
Where will we be In the matter of meat if we do not raise mut-
ton in this country? The sheep industry in this country so far
has never reached the stage, admittedly on all hands, where it
will pay on the wool alone or on the mutton alone, but in raising
wool and mutton together we greatly increase the mutton crop,
we keep the price down, and that contributes to keeping the
price of hog and cattle products down.

Mr. JAMES. If the Senator will permit me, I do not think
he can liken an argument which he has just made that this
tariff upon wool was solely for the benefit of the farmer to the
proposition as to how many manufactories of woolen goods there
are in the country. The point of the question I asked the Sena-
tor was to try to develop what he has to say, as he has argued
that this tariff was for the benefit of the farmer, on the proposi-
tion as to the number of sheep upon the farms, as to the amount
of wool produced in each State, as compared with the amount
that the people in that State consume.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I hardly think that the sugges-
tion of the Senator from Kentucky is entirely responsive to
the sitnation. I hardly think that he should consider the
amount of a particular article in a single State and com-
pare it with the amount of that article consumed elsewhere.
My own notion is that we should consider the amount of that
article produced in the United States, and then the amount of
that article consumed in the United States. My own belief is
that we ought to raise everything so far as we can that is con-
sumed here; in other words, that we ought to direct our money
into such channels in our purchases that it would go to the
benefit of the people of the whole United States rather than
flow out of the United States in channels to other countries.

Now, if we can produce all the wool that we use here so much
the better for this country. If we produce only one-half of the
wool that is nsed here, even though that were all produced in
one State, we must send out of the country the money for the
other half that otherwise would be retained here. That is the
way it occurs to me.

Mr. JAMES. But I will state to the Senator——

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. And if you come down to levying
a tax with reference to a single State of the Union or upon
products which may be produced in only one State of the
Union, it secems to me it is begging the question.

Mr. JAMES. That may be the Senator’s opinion, and of
course it is, but I made the inqguiry fer the purpose of demon-
strating that this argument which he has made that the tariff
upon wool is all for the benefit of the farmer can not be
sustained, because the great majority of the farmers, nine-
tenths of the farmers of this country I may say, are burdened
with this tariff upon wool instead of benefited, and it is only
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the great sheep owners of certain regions of the United States
that are favored by this tariff. The argument that it is for
the farmers as a whole can not be sustained.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I was making no argument for
anybody. ©Of course, I recognize that the Senator from
Kentucky and myself can not meet on any common ground in
regard to the farmer because the Senator from Kentucky has
the view that it is the best thing for the people of this country
to buy where they can buy the cheapest, no matter where they
go for it. I take the opposite view, that a profective tariff
even if it does raise the price to the consumer, and that is denied
by some, is on the whole a benefit to that consumer and the
whole country. Consequently we have no common ground upon
which we may start an argument.

But I think the Senator will agree with me that if we can
raise all we need to use here it is so much the better for
this country, because it gives employment here where otherwise
the employment would be abroad, because it keeps men at work
here where otherwise they would be idle here and be at
work abroad. It seems to me to be a broader guestion than is
covered by mere State lines or any individual locality where
any particular product may be produced or manufactured.

Mr, JAMES. My position is simply this, that the taxing
power of the Government can not be used except for the purpose
of obtaining suflicient revenue to run the Government honestly
and economically administered and that the power of taxation
can not be legitimately or righteously used for the purpose of
taking money out of the pockets of the masses of men in order
to fill up the pockets of the few.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I understand the Senator's argu-
ment, but I will say that in this bill the Democratic Party arve
deliberately slaughtering their sources of greatest revenue.
Here you are throwing into the waste heap $15,000,000 revenue
by this very wool item, and on sugar two or three times that
amount. Your revenue-producing-tariff theory you are carrying
out.

Mr. JAMES. The Senator says we are throwing it into the waste
heap. It may be that to leave in thie pockets of the people——

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I withdraw that phrase.

Mr. JAMES. It may be that when you fail to tax the people
you are throwing it info the waste heap, but the more we throw
into that sort of waste heap the happier the people will be.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. I will withdraw the phrase. I
mean that yon are sacrificing the revenue. This is supposed
to be, as 1 understand it, a bill for the purpose of raising
revenue for the Government, and you are throwing away a
vast quantity of revenue on the various items, You are sup-
plying that revenue, or attempting to supply it, by a direct
tax. Under the estimates on the Dbill, if ecarried out to the
fullest extent, yon have a bare $3,000,000 over and above what
you estimate the expenses of the Government will be for the
succeeding year. .

Mr. JAMES. I can not agree with the argument made by
the Senator that any Government is throwing away money
which it fails by taxation to take from the people.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Oh, Mr. President, I withdraw
the word “ waste.”

Mr. JAMES., To leave it in the pockets of the people is not
throwing it away.

Mr. GALLINGER. Will the Senator permit me?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. GALLINGER. I have been quietly seeking light during
this debate as to exactly what a tariff for revenue means, I think
I understood the Senator from Kentucky to say that he was
only exacting from the people taxes sufficient to maintain the
Government and pay its running expenses, Now, does the
Senator mean to say that he would not in a tariff law make
any provision to equalize in any way the difference in cost
between foreign countries and this country, but that he would
put us in open unrestricted, unqualified competition with all
other nations of the world?

Mr. JAMES. In making a tariff bill, I would not tax the
whole country as the Senator would for the purpose of pro-
tection. I would have in view the purpose of obtaining revenue,
and the purpose of obtaining revenue, of course, being the
primary purpose for which the bill was framed, the question
of protection would not and could not be considered. So it is
in this bill.

Mr. WARREN. At the same time it would follow as an inei-
dent of protection.

Mr. JAMES. If it follows, it is not the purpose that it
should follow in the making of the bill.

Mr. WARREN., But it does follow.

Mr. JAMES. It may be incidental.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator admits it does follow.

Mr. JAMES. Not always; it sometimes follows.

Mr. WARREN. But generally,

Mr. JAMES. The difference between our party and yours
is that you legislate for the purpose of enriching a favored few
in giving them protection, or the right to tax all the people
and lose sight of the Treasury, when the constitutional right
of taxation exists not for favored interests, but for the Treas-
ury of all the people, and we legislate for the Treasury, and
do not look out for the favored few.

Mr GALLINGER. Mr. I'resident, the Republican Party has
been taking pretty good care of the Treasury all through its
history. The only trouble we have had with the Treasury has
been when the Democratic Party has been in power. But the
Senator does not frankly answer my question. Did the Senator
mean to say exactly what he did say, that he was in favor of a
tariff for revenue only, without any reference to the difference
between the cost of production in this country and European
and Asiatie countries? Is that the attitude of the Senator?

Mr. JAMES. Just exactly as I sald I was. My language I
think is suseeptible of fairly good understanding.

Mr. GALLINGER. I think I understood the Senator.

Mr. JAMES. I am in favor of a tariff for revenue only.
The purpose of th2 Democratic Party and my purpose in sup-.
porting the bill is not to give protection to anybedy but to
secure sufficient revenue to run the Government and at the
same time to keep the markets of this country unmonopolized.
untrustized, and uncontrolled as they have been trustized and
monopolized and controlled by legislation of the Republican
Party. 3 :

Mr. GALLINGER. I do not know what * trustized ” means,
so I will not try to answer that.

Mr. JAMES. It is not very frequently that the Republicans
do know what that means.

Mr., GALLINGER. Deoes the Senator mean to say that if ha
could construct a bill that by levying an income tax and an
internal-revenue tax of that kind would meet the expenses of
the Government he would be unwilling to place anything in
that bill which would protect tha laboring people of this coun-
try in getting twice the wages that are pald abroad, and that
he would open all our markets to foreigners to take possession
of them? Is that the Senator's position?

Mr. JAMES. I am not in favor of protection in any form
or in any shape because there never was an argument in favor
of a protective tariff which could be advceated upon any other
theory except that it takes from the pockets of all the people
the money that they themselves earn and gives it to somebody
else who never earned it. :

Mr, GALLINGER. The Senator is in open conflict with the
views entertained by all the great Democrats of this country
until a very recent period of its history.

Mr. JAMES. I am not in open conflict with the platform of
the Democratic Party adopted over here at Baltimore. I am
in absolute accord with that.

Mr. GALLINGER. I think not. When the Senator is advo-
cating free wool I think he is in direct opposition to it.

Mr. JAMES. I think I demonstrated here at least to the
satisfaction of a good many people, if not to the satisfaction of
the Sendator, that the Democratic Party had indorsed free sugar.
At a future time I perhaps shall have something to say upon
that point in the argument of the Senator.

Mr. WARREN. Mr, President, if I could reconcile the views
of a free-trader Democrat with those of an old-line protectionist
by permitting the debate to go on here all the afternoon, I
should consider it the happiest and best afternoon of my life.
But as we can not do that, and as the Senator has now pro-
pounded some interrogatories to me, I wish to make this ob-
servation. The Senator uses a phrase that has become now
common and hackneyed. I say it with all respect, of course—
“ taxing the pockets of all the people to benefit a few.” Every
tax that you put on, whether you put it on for revenue or pro-
tection, brings the same result, if it enhances the cost of the
thing you take it from, whether all are engaged in produe-
ing it or not. In the bill that is before us, in the items gener-
ally upon which you have preserved a tariff, you take it out of
my pocket and yours and everyone else's to pay that tariff or
tax, upon your theory. When you come to the tariff on wool
I wish to remind you that it has reached nearly $20,000,000
revenue to the Government in one year, and as my colleague
has stated, $14,000,000 or $16,000,000 per annum generally.
Now, how much revenue will rice produce on the tariff which
you have assessed? We will now treat it as a matter of in-
come from revenue.

I maintain, Mr. President, that, taking the matter of revenne
alone, that collected on wool and woolens stands next to that
on sugar, and sugar is at the head of the list of all revenue
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producers. To strike off all the protection immediately from
wool—one of those products that have been protected for nearly
100 years—to ruthlessly strike it off, and still retain it upon
rice and a few matters like that to obtain that revenue, does
not seem to be logical, but sectional, if not political.

I might allude to whisky produced in Kentucky. The answer
probably would be that that pays an internal-revenue tax.
Nevertheless there are only a few States in the Union where
they make whisky, while there are a great many States where
they drink it
- Mr. JAMES. But the difference between whisky and wool
P

Mr. WARREN. There is a lot of difference.

Mr. JAMES. The difference is that wool is a necessity and
whisky is a luxury. There is no protective duty on whisky,
but there is an internal-revenue tax, which is a burden to the
production of whisky. If there were a consumption tax upon
wool, there would not be any protection to the wool industry
of the country.

Mr. WARREN. Mr, President, I remember a time when
there was no fax on whisky and when the price of wool in
this country was very high owing to Democratic legislation, and
the scarcity of sheep and wool that followed. I do not know
that it became an article of common necessity then, any more
than it is now.

I shall, however, return to my remarks.

INDUSTRY SAVED BY DINGLEY ACT.

The Dingley Act, of July 24, 1807, made a phenomenal change
for the better from the distressing times of the Wilson-Gor-
man tariff period. Although our markets were overstocked
with foreign goods, our home industries revived almost immedi-
ately. In 1896 the number of sheep was 36,818,643 ; the value,
$067.020,042. In 1898 the number was 39,114,453; the value,
$107,697,530. Thus in two years the number of sheep increased
over 6 per cent, and the value 60 per cent.

Mr., President, it is constantly being thrown up to those who
advocate adequate duties on wool and its manufactures that the
wool industry has not prospered under the Republican tariff
policy, and figures are quoted to show that we have fewer sheep
in the country than we had four, five, or six years ago. In
1897, the last year of the Wilson-Gorman tariff, we had in this
country 36,818,643 sheep, valued at $67,020,942; in 1913 we have
51,482,000 sheep, valued at $202,779,000. (See Statistical Ab-
stract, 1912, p. 194.) Thus under the 16 years of the Repub-
lican tariff policy the number of sheep in the country has
increased 14,663,857, or about an average of 900000 a year.
Their value has increased $135,759.058, or about 100 per cent.

The amount and value of the wool production in the country
in 1809 was:

Production ponnds__ 276, 687, 584
Yalue $45, 670, 053

The amount and value of the production in 1912 was:

Production —-pounds__ 304, 043, 400
Yalue 875, 819, 251

Thus the increase in annual production in 14 tariff years was
27,475,816 pounds, or 10 per cent; and the increase in annual
yvalue was $30,140,198, or 663 per cent.

The census reports on wool manufacturing show that in 1900
the wages paid in wool manufactories amounted to $57,933,817;
in 1910 the amount was $87,962,660, an increase in 10 years
under the Dingley tariff policy of $30,028,852, or over 50 per
cent.

The reports show that the value of wool manufactures in the
United States in 1900 amounted to $296,990,484; the value in
1910 was $507,166,710, an increase of $210,176,226, or 70 per
cent. (See Statistical Abstract, 1912, p. 779.)

On the other hand, the importations of raw wool in 1897, the
last year under the Wilson-Gorman tariff, amounted to 350,852,-
026 pounds. The importations for 1912 were but 101,680,843
pounds.

The importations of manufactures of wool in 1896, under the
Wilson-Gorman Act, amounted to $56.582,432, and in 1897 to
$49,162,992. The importations for 1912 under the Dingley Act
policy amounted to but $14,912,619.

The general trend of the period under the Dingley and Payne
Acts has been in the direction of increased production over the
period of the Wilson-Gorman Aet in number and value of sheep
and in quantity of wool.

The trend in the use of foreign wool and the use of foreign
. manufactures of wool under the Dingley and Payne Acts has

been downward, while under the Wilson-Gorman Act it was
phenomenally upward.

-

This brings to mind the reported saying of President Lincoln
that, while he did not profess to understand the tariff question,
yet it appeared to him that—

When an American pald $20 for steel rails to an English manufac-
turer, America had the steel and England had tlw 320 But when he
Ea.ld $20 for the steel to an American manufacturer, America had both

he steel and the $20,

UPS AND DOWXNS OF WOOL INDUSTRY.

The woolgrowing industry has had many hard scares thrown
into it during the period of protective dutles, tending in great
degree, at times, to *‘ bear ” wool prices and discourage those en-
gaged in woolgrowing. Hanging over the industry for years
was the reciprocity treaty with Argentina, proposing to let wool
in from that country at reduced tariff rates. At all times has
there been tariff agitation with wool as the storm center and
point of attack—facts not overlooked each wool-selling season
by some buyers in their efforts to beat down prices.

The woolgrowing industry also has had to confend during
the past five years with the vicissitudes of droughts in sum-
mer followed by extremely severe winters, which in some parts
of the western sheep-growing country decimated the flocks of
the growers. Troubles of this kind, with consequent heavy
losses, drive the woolgrower to send his remaining stock to the
shambles, and the number of sheep in the country thus depre-
ciates.

I note that the junior Senator from Montana [Mr. Warsu]
referred to President Taft's alleged remark that Schedule K
of the Payne-Aldrich Act was indefensible; and few Democratic
speeches are made that do not quote that remark. If President
Taft ever made the statement in the form attributed to him, it
was neither a careful nor correct designation of Schedule K.
In passing, I would say that practical business men do not
now, and did not during his term as President, regard Ar.
Taft as an infallible aunthority on the tariff. His education
on the subject was gained largely in the classroom and not in
the plowed field or the mercantile establishment, where practi-
cal truths rather than alluring theories are ob

If the views of the present Chief Executive had not also been
acquired almost wholly within college confines, many of our
citizens would be less inclined than they now are to designate
them as tinged with pedantry, and wounld have more confidence
in seeing them put into effect in connection with the great
business affairs of the present day.

President Taft may have thought and may have said that
Schedule K was indefensible. If so, his view was that of one
not familiar with the details of the woolgrowing and wool-
manufacturing industries.

Later, when an exhaustive investigation was made by the
Tariff Board of the woolgrowing and wool-manufacturing in-
dustries, facts were placed befere the country showing conclu-
sively that Schedule K is defensible and that the rates of duty
on raw wool carried by the Dingley and Payne Acts are not
unreasonably high and are not béyond what is required to
equalize the competition between the higher cost of production
in this country and the lower cost in Argentina, Australia, and
other large-producing foreign countries,

TARIFF BOARD FINDINGS.

The findings of the Tariff Board were made from investiga-
tions of the woolgrowing business covering 173 counties in
10 States, Nearly 1,200 wool growers were visited and iuter-
viewed by expert agents of the board, and special agents
gathered information from Australia, South America, England,
and the Continent.

In regard to wool manufacturing, information was obtained
from 174 mills sitnated in 20 different States, representing
46,000 looms, 1,900,000 producing spindles, and 109,000 em-
ployees.

Complete investigation was made in reference to wages and
efficiency of labor and machinery.

In its findings the bhoard reported that it costs more to grow
wool in the United States than in any other country; that the
merino wools required in such great volume by our mills are the
most expensive of all wools produced ; that the highest average
cost of production of such wool in the world is in the State of
Ohio and contiguous territory; and that the lowest average
cost of producing similar wool is in Australia,

The board also found:

That after crediting the flock with receints from all sources other
than wool, the latter product, In of the fine merino woo!s
of the United Btates, Is golng to market with an average charge
against it of not less ‘than 12 cents per pound, not including interest

on the investment.

That the fine wools of the Ohlo region are sold bearing an average
charge of production of 10 cents pne).-“m| nd.

That in the States east of the uri River wool production is
incidental to general farming. Here producers, with the exception of
certain named distrlcta."l:z more stress upon the output ef the mutton
than of wool, and in cases the recelpts from the sale of sheep
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and lambs ordtnarl!y' cover the flock expense, leaving ths wool for
profit. The pesition of the fine-wool lproduca however, not only
of the Ohlo reglon but of the far West, is radically different.

That in the western part of the United States, where about two-
thirds of the sheep of the country are to be found, the “fine™ and
“fine medium” wools carry an average charge of at least 11 cents
per pound, interest not included.

That if account {8 taken of the entire wool production of the country,
including both fine and course wools, the average charge against the
clip is about 94 cents per pound.

}Ehnt in South America the corresponding charge is Detween 4 and
5 cents per pound.

That in New Zealand and on the favorably situated rums of Aus-
tralin it seems clear that at the ¥rmnt range of values for stock—
sheep and mutton—the receipts from other sources than wool are
earrying the total flock expense. So that taking Australasia as a whole
it appears that a charge of a very few cents per pound lies against
the great clips of that region in the agg te. can
not, therefore, undertake to name an exnct figure in that case, it is
cerfain that the Australasian cosis at large fall materially belo
Bouth Amerlean.

That in the western United States the eapitalization per head of
sheep (exclusive of !and} is £5.30, upon which a gross profit of 6.2

r cent was realized. interest rate in that region ranges from
gem 10 per cent per annum.

That the labor, forage, and mnecessary miscellaneons expense in
the western United States exceed $2 per head per annum, as against an
estimated cost, covering the same elements of expense, of less tham §1
in Australia and about $1.15 per head in Bouth America.

As shown in this finding of the Tariff Board, no interest on
investment, nor wages of the farmer and members of his family,
and so forth, were included.

Thus, with South America and Australia having an advantage
over the United States in cost of production of from 43 cents
to b cents per pound, it can not correctly be maintained that the
duty on wool, which, after undervaluations, and so forth, are
considered, nets about 4 cents per pound protection, is inde-
fensible.

What will happen to the wool industry when the great wool-
producing countries of Argentina and Australia have free access
to onr markets, with their advantage over us of a lower cost of
production of from 4% to 5 cents, is easily imagined.

It will be noted from the report of the Tariff Board that the
labor, forage, and necessary miscellaneous expense in the west-
ern United States exceed $2 per head per annum, as against an
estimated cost, covering the same elements of expense, of less
than $1 in Australia and about $1.15 in South America.

In his speech on August 2, defending the pending tariff bill,
the junior Senator from Meontana [Mr, Warsu] said that it is
growing more and more expensive to run sheep in the West,
because of the narrowing of the range, and I agree with him.

The woolgrowers, therefore, can not reduce the forage ex-
pense in order to compete with Awustralia and South America,
and I know they are averse to reducing the wages of their em-
ployees; so it will only be left for them to follow the advice of
some of the advocates of the free-wool idea, and that is to get
out of the wool-growing business.

AUSTRALTIA AXD ARGENTINA A MENACE,

In the Washington Post of July 18, 1912, there appeared a
brief cable message from Melbourne, Australia, which to me
was the most significant item of news in the paper. It was as

follows:
MELBOURKE, July I8,

The Right Hon. James Bryce, British Ambassador at Washington
x‘lgeakjng at a banguet at the Chamber of Commerce last night, said
ere was a great prospect of a substantial reduction In the Ameriean
tarif. One of the first items, he said, was likely to be that in
to wool. He wonld not be surprised if quite a substantial reduction
were made, which would increase considerably the volume of the
Australian exporis to the United States.

It is needless for me to say that former Ambassador Bryce
is one of the keenest observers of political affairs in the world,
and perhaps more accurate than any other man in public life in
determining what the effect will be of any given political or
economic cause.

When he says that if a substantial reduction were made in
the tariff on wool it would increase considerably the volume of
Australian exports to the United States, he states with unerring
precision the results which would follow the annihilation of
tariff on wool proposed in the pending bill.

The results would be increased importation of wool from
Australia info the United States. The same cause which would
enable Australia to increase its wool shipments to the United
States would enable South America to do exactly the same thing.

The wool clip of the world for 1912 was as follows:

Pounds.

United States 302, 343, 400
British America___ 11, 210, 000
Mexico and Central Ameriea 3 , 000
South Ameriea ________ 654, 622, 955
Europe - 814, 077, 011
Asia 273, 146, 000
Africa 174, 919, 000
Australasia 832, 801, 848

Total, world_ 2,971, 180, 212

The number of sheep in the world, according to the most recent
available statistics and estimates, is as follows:

United States 52, 826, 168
Canada, Mexico, ete 211,
Argentina, Uruguay, etc 109, D3, 142
Europe ——— 170, 516, 437
Asia 110, 0568, 874
Afriea b1, 429, 279
Australasia 117, 026, 774
Total 628, 772, 186

The countries producing vastly more wool than they use are
Argentina, with a clip last year of 368,151,500 pounds; Uruguay,
138,332,375 pounds; and Australia and New Zealand, 832,801,840
pounds. These are the wool-producing countries of the world
where the industry ean increase beyond their present production.
These are the tountries waiting eagerly to furnish woeol to the
United States as soon as our own industry is erippled or de-
stroyed by the elimination of the protective tariff.

Australasia is in the market to sell nearly all of the wool
raised. Thus, in 1912 the production was 832,861,846 pounds;
the amount exported practically the same.

Argentina also is a big weol prodncer and a small consumer.
Practically the entire clip of Argentina is exported. The ex-
ports for 1909, the latest year on which the Tariff Board gives
figures, aggregated 353,362,000 pounds, nearly the entire clip of
the country. The exports for 1912 amounted, according to the
Annual Wool Review, to practically the entire clip, which was
868,151,500 pounds.

Thus we have two great woolgrowing countries—Argentina
and Australin—in the market with over a billion pounds of wool,
ready to erowd into the United States and eapture our home
market, which consumes 500,000,000 pounds annually, just as
rapidly as our home woolgrowing industry recedes under the
loss of the protective duty which stands between it and foreign
competition.

Distance of Australasia and Argentina from us forms no pro-
tection, for ocean freight rates on wool from Buenos Aires to
Boston range from 174 cents to 23% cents n hundred pounds.

Rates from Australia to Boston direet are from §1 to $1.37%
per hundred pounds.

The average rate from the Rocky Mountain region to Boston
is over $1.75 per hundred pounds.

This, then, is the menace to the woolgrowing industry of this
country of this wool-tariff removal. It cuts off the license fee
we charge the Australian and Argentinian woolgrowers for
doing business in this country, and gives them the opportunity
to take advantage of the cheaper labor, lower rate of interest,
and more advantageous climatic conditions they enjoy, so that
they can, first, undersell our growers and desfroy their industry;
gnd, second, secure and hold the wool market of the United

tates.

If the sacrifice of the woolgrowing industry meant cheaper
clothing for the people of the United States, the woolgrowers
might submit with patriotic resignatien, but those who have
observed the effects of tariff reduction know that it does not
mean cheaper goods for the consumer.

It wll be observed that Mr. Bryce, in his prediction of what

will follow tariff reduction, does not include lower prices to the
consumer. He does predict that Australia will find a market
in the United States for its surplus wool, of which it has over
800,000,000 pounds every year. !
It may be contended that our woolgrowing industry has
nothing to fear from Australia because the industry in that
conntry is not increasing in proportion to the increase in its
population and its industries other than woolgrowing.

While, in fact, the industry in Australin has not kept pace
with other industries and population, yet conditions are such
that, with the encouragement of having our markets opened to
the wool producers of the world, the Australia wool industry
can immediately take great strides forward.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Deoes the.Senator from Mon-
tana yield to the Senator from Nevada?

AMr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. The rates that the Senator from Wyoming has
given are the rates of transportation by water from Australia
and Argentina to the coast points of the United States, I as-
sume?

Mr. WARREN. Yes.

Mr. PITTMAN. And the rates from the interior of the
United States to the same coast points of the United States?

Mr. WARREN. As taken from certain railroad points.

Mr. PITTMAN. Has the Senator from Wyoming the rates
from the interior points in Awustralia to the seaport points in
Australia, and from the interior points in Argentina to the
shipping points in Argentina?
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Mr. WARREN. I understand perfectly what the Senator de-
sires to get nt. Of course, there is there no regular rate from
all the different peints on a few sacks here and a few sacks
there from the interior any more than there is here; but let
me say that I have given that matter a good deal of attention.
1 find that in Australia, with its many seacoast points and
streams that are navigable for flatboats and rafting, its wool
can be gotten to water cheaper than our wool can be gotten to
the railroad, because here sheep are in those sections away from
the towns and generally pretty far from railroads, and there
is a very large expense in getting wool by wagon haul from
the shearing pens to the railroad. So I have offset one with the
other.

Mr. PITTMAN. Has the Senator any figures on that?

Mr, WARREN. Mr. President, I have spent- hours figuring
on it, but, as I have stated, there has to be a difference in the
rates frem each shearing pen, perhaps, and from each farm.
So it is difficult to arrive at anything but an average.

Mr. PITTMAN. Do not the great ranges of Australia and
Argentina bear the same relation to their shipping ports as do
the ranges of the West to the shipping ports of the United
States?

Mr. WARREN. They do not.

Mr. PITTMAN. Why not?

Mr, WARREN, Because the interior of Australia is not set-
tled up, as is the interior of the United States.

Mr. PITTMAN. How does that affect transportation?

Mr. WARREN. Waell, it is because there the sheep are raised
not so far away from the water shipping points, while here
they are raised in the very central and interior part of the
country.

Mr. PITTMAN. If the Senator will permit me on that point,
before we go any further I will say that the Tariff Board seems
to differ with the Senator.

Mr. WARREN. Let me say that I do not want to be put in
the position of differing with the Tariff Board, and am not go-
ing to be. There are different statements in their report which
should be considered together and not in pieces and apart, and
I happen to remember that the Senator from Nevada, although
his argument yesterday was largely—yes, almost entirely—
based upon the report of the Tariff Board, expressed com-
plete disagreement with it, and said it was a partisan board
and that he could not depend upon it. In fact, he discredited it.

Mr. PITTMAN. If the Senator will recollect, I said that in
all of their mistakes they erred in favor of a high protective
tariff,

Mr. WARREN. And I do not agree with that. I remember
that they were a bipartisan board, and while it is the Senator's
privilege to say that they made a report from a high protective
standpoint, it is equally mine to say that they did not.

Mr. PITTMAN. If the Senator please, I will read from the
Tariff Board report, page 333, what is said about the ranges so
far as markets are concerned in Australia and the United States.
They discuss the fact that in Australia they do not ship much
mutton to market on account of the remoteness of the sheep runs
from the sencoast ports, while in the United States, by reason
of the transportation facilities in the interior, we ship a great
deal of mutton. Here is the language of the report:

The fact that the average investment in the flock is lower in Australia

and in South America than in the United States Is due to the greater
average distance of the sheep runs from the market.

Mr. WARREN. Well, that is true; they are farther from
Boston than we are.

Mr. PITTMAN. They are farther from their local market.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator speaks of the distance of the
sheep runs from the market. Perhaps the Senator will not re-
member—he is8 a younger man than I am—but I ean remember
when it was unsafe to ship more than one full car of sheep into
the Chicago market. There was no great market until we got
down to Buffalo or Albany. It is only within a short time that
there has been a market for shipping frozen meat—and that is
the only way it can be shipped from Australia—but that busi-
ness is now being carried on very extensively. I have some
quotations here-from the Tariff Board report as to Australia
which I will put in the RECOERD,

Mr. WALSH. Will the Senator from Wyoming permit me to
interrupt him?

Mr. WARREN. Certainly.

Mr. WALSH. I have had no desire in connection with any
participation on my part in this debate other than to assist in
eliciting actual facts, I ecan speak with scme degree of fa-
miliarity with the conditions in my State, and there the shear-
ing pens are, with very rare exceptions, at the railroad points.

. Mr. WARREN. I am quite well acquainted with the condi-
tions in Montana.

Mr, WALSH. I should like to inquire of the Senator if they
are different in his State.

Mr. WARREN. 1 will say to the Senator that he is quite
right so far as a good portion of his State is concerned. Mon-
tana is favored with a great many f(ranscontinental railway
lines; she is pretty well gridironed with railreads: and in that
country they handle sheep differently. They handle them largely
in wagon camps, do they not, and from wagon camps?

Mr. WALSH. Obh, yes.

Mr. WARREN. Of course, they take their wagons, their men,
and their supplies—at least they heretofore have done so, but
they will not hereafter, according to the evidence the Senator
has already submitted—and they graze their sheep wherever
they may be down to the shearing pens, and therefore are near
the railroad. That is not true now in Wyoming to any great
extent, because of the settling of the country here and there,
and because we have not the railroad facilities which Montana
has. What is true of Wyoming is true of some of the other
States. There is a large amount of money paid to get wool
from the points where it is sheared to the railroads in my State
and in some of the other States; but that is not so much true
of Montana, where the business is carried on by wagon camps.

Mr. WALSH. Of course, 20 years ago the conditions to which
the Senator adverts were quite common. For instance, it was
common to haul wool from the Judith Basin to Fort Benton to
ship it down the river, a distance of perhaps 150 miles; but those
conditions do not exist to-day. The shearing pens, as I have
said, are, with very rare exceptions, at or near the railroad
stations. 4

Mr. WARREN. That works both ways, Mr. President. Only
20 years ago we could graze sheep from any part of Wyoming
down within 75 miles of Omaha, but we can not graze them now
across one State.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wgyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. I trust the Senator will pardon me for in-
terrupting him again, but the question of freight rates is
very important in this consideration. The only freight rates
the Senator has really attempted to give us are the freight rates
from the seaports of foreign countries to our seaports. We
are contending that the transportation from the interior of our
country to our own seaports is less, if anything, than the trans-
portation from the interior of other countries to their seaports,
by reason of more favorable transportation conditions existing
in the United States than in those foreign countries. I will
read what the Tariff Board says with regard to this very
matter. The Tariff Board, in discussing the reason why in
Australia they do not ship mutton, but ship wool—

Mr., WARREN. Would the Senator as soon wait until I
reach a little later point in my remarks where what he suggests
would relate more clearly to the points I desire to make?

Mr. PITTMAN. It is only three lines.

Mr. WARREN. Very well.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Tariff Board says this:

In Australia the receipts for mutton constitute a much smaller
portion of the receipts than from other sources. This is partly due
to the fact that the great sheep runs of the interlor are unfavorably
sitnated as regards marketing.

I thank the Senator for his courtesy.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I notice that there seems to
be quite a silence on the other side concerning the freight rate
of 173 cents to 20 cents from Buenos Aires. I have known it
to be less than that. If there is to be continued contention
regarding the matter, I shall be glad to get bills of lading and
freight bills to show what is really paid for bringing wool from
certain points in New Zealand, Australia, and Argentina to the
United States. I have seen many of them.

Now, I will make a few comparisons between the conditions
in Australia and in our country. They may not be amiss at this
point.

The aggregate area of the Australian woolgrowing States
is 1,903,731,840 acres.

The aggregate area of the United States, exclusive of Alaska
and our insular possessions, is 1,937,144,960 acres.

The Australian Commonwealth is approximately the same
size as the United States.

The alienated lands in Australin amount to 130,393,166
acres; the leased lands, 787,211,488 acres; leaving an area of
086,127,186 acres unoccupied.

The alienated and reserved lands in the United States amount
to 1,600,754.992 acres, leaving 327,380,068 acres unappropriated
and unreserved.

A large part of the 986,127,150 acres of unoccupled land in
Australia is suitable for sheep raising.
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The Tariff Board, in its exhaustive study of the wool business
in Australia, reports (p. 492, Report on Schedule K) :

Woolgrowing on ininnd leaseholds In Australia has often been de-
scribed as a * gamble ” from the financial point of view. Such it mnlt
always remain to some extent, but the risks are eve
substantially diminished, while the profits continue ngut!y h.\g
to stimulate enterprise. The losses cansed to the pastoral industr, y
the great drought which terminated in 1902 have been estimat
$650,000,000. s’!l‘hnt disaster taught lessons of prodenee which can
never be forgotten. The industry is now being worked on safer lines,
anﬁ the protective measures taken by these engaged In it will soon be

trengthened by the Government railway and water-conservation
icles. In the opinion of mena who have had a long acquaintance
with the industry, Austtali:; should ultimately be capable o cmdying
at least 150,000,000 sheep, while providing for a greatly increase
port of mutton,

With an area of unoccupiad land of over 900,000,000 of acres
open for the extension of the sheep-raising industry; with a
labor cost of $1 per head of sheep against $2 per head in the
United States; with a cost of from 44 to 5 cents less per
pound for growing wool than in the United States; with the
great market of this country of over 500,000,000 pounds per
annum opened invitingly to the foreign woolgrower; and with
a government administration friendly and helpful instead of
hostile to the industry, we may well believe with Mr. Bryce that
the volume of Australian exports to the United States will be
greatly increased.

The production of wool in Australia, while not keeping pace
with the population growth, has nevertheless been steadily in-
creasing during the last decade.

In 1903 the production in the Australian States aggregated
414,120,567 pounds; in 1912 it was 662,845,907 pounds.

In 1903 the number of sheep in the Australian States was
56.932,705; in 191112 the number was 92,742,034

It is generally asserted that the woolgrowing industry of
South America has reached its apex and that we have nothing
to fear from competition from that source. The wool pro-
duction of the two great South Américan woolgrowing coun-
tries, Argentina and Uruguay, has not inecreased in proportion
to the inereasa in their population or in proportion to increases
in agricultural industries other than woolgrowing. But Ar-
gentina is preparing to take advantage of the opportunities
for increased trade and profits which will be offered through
the removal of the duty on wools sent to the United States.
For some time past the Government of Argentina has been offer-
ing liberal inducements to stockmen to go into the sheep busi-
ness in Patagonia.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President, I understood the Senator
from Wyoming to state that the cost of preducing wool in
Australia and in other foreign countries was less than in the
United States.

Mr. WARREN. The cost of labor, certainly. :

Mr. PITTMAN. That the net charge against wool is less in
those countries than in the United States; is Lhat correct?

Mr. WARREN. Yes.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Tariff Board——

Mr. WARREN. I remember the figures the Senator gave
yesterday from the Tariff Board report, which, by the way, he
discredited; and if he will remember or will look over his

! speech, he himself brought the figures in, showing that it cost
i §2 or more per head in this country, if I mistake not, to about
a dollar in other countries.

Mr. PITTMAN. The Tariff Board, on page 330, in Table 10,
gives the net charge for producing wool in the State of Wash-
ington at one-half a cent a pound. On page 11 it gives the net
charge for producing wool in the Argentine Republic at from
4 to 5 cents a pound.

Mr. WARREN. What figures does it give for Australia?

Mr. PITTMAN. In Australia it is a few cents a pound.

Mr. WARREN. I beg the Senator’s pardon. In another
place he will find that it is stated that in Australia they raise
sheep at a profit of guite a few.cents each without considering
the wool at all.

Mr., PITTMAN. With the Senator’'s permission,’ I will read
the extracts from the Tariff Board report to which I refer.
The Tariff Board says: °

That in Bouth America the aorresponﬁmg charge is between 4 and 5
cents per pound.
That in New Zealand and on the I:.wmhly—-

Note the word “ favorably "—
gitnated runs of Australia it seems clear that at the Eresent range of

values for and mutton the receipts from other sources than
wool are carr{lng the total flock expense. So that, taking Australasia
as a whole, it appears that a charge of a very few cents per pound
les against the great clips of that regiom in the aggregate.

Mr. WARREN. Well, what does that prove? Does that prove
that the cost is less in this country than it is over there?

Mr. PITTMAN. It proves that they are produeing wool in
the State of Washington for less than they are produecing it in
‘Australia or in Argentina.

Mr. WARREN. How much do they produce in Washington?
Mr. PITTMAN. They have in Washington about 1,150,000

D.

Mr. WARREN. Oh, no, they have not nearly so many sheep
as the Senator from Nevada claima. How much wool do they
produce?

Mr. PITTMAN. I will give you the exact amount. The fig-
ures given were for Nevada.

Mr. SMOOT. They have 61,574 sheep, and the total amount
of wool is valued at $46,540.70. The Senator compares that one
State, where sheep are raised for mutton only, with the average
of the sheep produced in Australia.

Mr. PITTMAN, Mr. President, if T may continue for just a
minute——

Mr. WARREN. While the Senator is looking at the figures,
let me say that the State of Washington has comparatively a
mere handfal of sheep, the long-wool sheep raised for mutton,
a 1? he proved yesterday; while Australasia has nearly 120,000,000
sheep.

CbM[r. WALSH, Mr. PITTMAN and Mr. SMOOT addressed the
alr.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield, and to whom?

Mr. WARREN. 1 can not yield to all three Senators at once.
I will ask that I may be allowed to finish this part of my
remarks.

A comparison with a little hbandful of sheep in one little part
of the United States, in Washington, where they raise a mutton
sheep, bardly elucidates the proposition of our wool supply as a
whole, which goes up into the hundreds of millions of pounds.

Another thing: While the Senator from Nevada is quooting
Washington, perhaps he will quote Ohio, where the wool costs
19 cents per pound according to the suthority from which he is
quoting.

Mr. PITTMAN. " I am willing to draw a distinction between
Ohio and the other States, and the Senator knows it. The
Tariff Board states, with regard to the Middle States and
Eastern States, that it is an entirely different matter from
the ranging of sheep through the West, where the product is
chiefly wool.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator will find in the same computa-
tion that it costs 12 cents and a fraction in Wyoming, if I
remember rightly, and 11 cents in another western State, and
SO On.

Mr. PITTMAN. Yes; and it also shows the reason why in
the computation. The reason given for that by the board is
set out in the report. For instance, the State of Nevada raises
its wool, as given by the Tariff Board report, at 4.1 cents a
pound for the wool. That is less than it costs to raise it in
South America. It is certainly only a few cents a pound in
Australia ; and it can not be contended that the manner of rais-
ing sheep in the State of Nevada is any different from the man-
ner of raising of sheep in either Utah or Wyoming.

Mr. WARREN, I wish to say to the Senator from Nevada
that I welcome all inguiries; but since nearly all of that matter
was put before the Senate yesterday, I do not believe I wish
to take in all of the Tariffi Board report, especially as the
Senator does not make the point he is trying to make, that we
can raise gsheep cheaper in this country than they can in Australia,

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. WARREN. The Senator from Montana first rose, Mr.
President. I yield to him.

Mr. WALSH. I.rose simply to say that there ounght to be
no controversy about an indisputable fact, numely, that Wash-
ington has 501,000 sheep rather than 62,000, as snggested by the
Senator from Utal.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming now yield to the Senator from Utalh?

Mr. WARREN. I do, with pleasure.

Mr. SMOOT. The report was based upon the number of
sheep I stated. The number of sheep reported upon was 61,574,

Mr. WALSH. With the usual accuracy of the Senator from
Utah, I felt sure that he misspoke.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course if I did, I wish to say to the Senator
that I had reference to the number of sheep that were reported
upon, showing that the cost of wool upon that number of sheep
was what the Senator from Nevada said. Right in that connec-
tion I wish to say that nearly the whole difference between
the average cost of producing wool, of 9% cents a pound, as the
Tariff Board says, and that of a half cent in Washington, comes
from the fact that they report 92.3 per cent as the percentage
of increase of lambs in Washington. It was on that small
number of sheep that they reported, and the class of sheep
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which the Senator knows, perhaps, were kept around the home,
where the increase of lambs would be very much larger than
the increase of lambs in any herd of sheep that may have run
upon the range. .

Mr. PIT'TMAN, Mr, President, I do not think the Senator is
intentionally unfair when he keeps referring to the small num-
ber of sheep that were considered in the State of Washington.
As a matter of fact, the same proportion of sheép were con-
sidered in the State of Washington that were considered in the
State of Utah, or the State of Wyoming, or any other State.
In other words, about 10 per cent of the sheep of each State
were used as an example for all.

Mr. SMOOT. More than 10 per cent of the sheep in Utah
were reported on, and less than 10 per cent, we will say, of the
whole, because the number of sgheep reported upon is 3,151,731,
and there are over 50,000,000 sheep in this country. So the
Senator must admit that not as many as 10 per cent were re-
ported upon in all of the States of the Union.

Mr. PITTMAN. Again the Senator is unfair, because the
sheep they examined were the sheep in the Western States,
which constitute only from 35,000,000 to 39,000,000, instead of
50,000,000. My statement that 10 per cent were selected as an
example of the whole is correct.

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President, the number reported upon is as
I say. Of course the States are named here in the report. I
wish to say that it seems te me the Senator had better not talk
about unfairness, when he tries to give the Senate to understand
that the cost of producing wool in this country is the cost of
producing it in Washington, and then compares it, not with the
lowest cost of wool in Australia or in South America, but with
the average cost in Australia and the average cost in South
America.

The Tariff Board reports that in Australia there are millions
of sheep as to which there can be no charge whatever against
the wool, as the furnishing of lambs and mutton from the herds
more than pays all the expenses of maintaining the sheep.
Therefore 1 say to the Senator that if he is going to pick out
Washington, the State of lowest cost, and give figures based
on the wool produced from 61,000 sheep, it seems to me he also
ought to take the lowest cost of the millions of sheep in Australia.

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from YWyom-
ing further yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. WARREN. I do.

Mr. PITTMAN. I shall try not to interfere any more; but I
think the Senator from Utah is again unintentionally unfair in
stating that in the State of Washington they probably went into
somebody’s back yard and examined one little herd. As a mat-
ter of fact, there is a diagram in this report which, if the Sena-
tor had read it—and I know he has read it—shows that the
examination in the State of Washington was as universal as it
was anywhere else. If he will look at the map, he will see that
they went all over the sheep area in making their examination,
and the same way in the State of Nevada.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, if we are talking about the
products of the whole world I think we would better not get
down into any back yard.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming decline to yield further?

Mr. WARREN. I understood the Senator was through. I did
not wish to eut off the Senator.

Mr. PITTMAN. I simply wish to say that the reasons given
by the Tariff Board, as I stated on yesterday, for the difference
in the net charge against raising wool in the Western States, are
given in this language, which I think will be accepted even by
the Senator from Utah: i

The wide variation from Table XIII to Table XVIII in the net
charge against wool depends in the main upon certain conditions which
have already been discussed—the particular sort of flock kept, whether
crossbred or pure wool; whether woolgrowing is combined with
breeding ; the importance for different purposes of the annual increase
of lambs; the extent to which wethers are kept; the amount and
quality of wool produced, and the methods employed in the farm

operations.
L] & - ® L & *

Since the only source of regular Income from wethers is wool and
the costs of maintenance are not materially lower than for breeding
ewes, it Is evident that though the fleece of the wethers may be
superior to that of the ewes the higher the proportion of wethers In a
fiock the greater is likely to be the net charge against wool, since under
the conditions now prevalling in this reglon, the tables indicate that
the fleece of a sheep alone does not pay for its maintenance.

An examination of that table will show that the trouble with
Wyoming and the other States is that they are not pursuing
the raising of sheep in accordance with the practical conditions
of that conntry and in accordance with this suggestion of the
Tariff Board.

Mr. WARREN. There are men in Wyoming who have been
there longer than the Senator from Nevada has, who have been

in the business of raising sheep for a great many years; and
while doubtless he can show them all about how to raise sheep,
I do not believe we can guite go into all the elementaries of it
here this afternoon.

Mr. PITTMAN. Just one more question, Mr. President.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Wyo-
ming further yield?

Mr. WARREN. I yield.

Mr, PITTMAN. I certainly respect the great experience of
the Senator from Wyoming. I know he has had a great deal of
experience in this matter. But I wish to say that his expe-
rience has been largely that of_a seller, while my experience
has been entirely that of a buyer. His experience has bheen
under a high protective tariff, where all kinds of extravagance
are encouraged, upon which the Tariff Board comments, My
experience has been in a case where we want some economy in
she industry, and not to have it run as a luxury for the pro-

ucer.

Mr. WARREN. Al that, of course, is declamation. I have
been in the industry, it is true. I have been in it in the low
times as well as in the high times, under free trade as well
as under protection. I do not make any denial of that. It is
one of the things in which I am interested, and my interest
may or may not be a matter of common knowledge. I do not
have to apologize for it.

We were speaking of Argentina a time ago. I have here a
quotation from the Salt Lake City Tribune of August 4, 1913.
I happen to have met the gentleman, who was interested in
advertising, or, in a way, exploiting, the ranges of South Amer-
icn. The Government over there, as I understand, requested
from our Government the loan, if I may use the term, of an
expert who went over there and examined into the conditions
of all matters relating to sheep husbandry. Upon his return
he was interviewed, and I suppose this is one of the interviews:

[By International News Service.] -

SAYS PATAGONIA IS GREAT SHEEP REGION—PROF. BDAILEY WILLIS RE-
TURNS FROM BSOUTH AMERICA FOR SHORT VACATION.

New Yorx, August I.

Prof. Bailey Willis, who was loaned to the Argentine Government two
and a half yéars ago by the United States Geological Burean to conduct
a survey of the Andes and Patagonia, arrived to-day on board the
steamer Vollaire for a vacation. He will return at the end of the
¥ear to complete the work.

During the two and a half years the party of which he had charge
survey in detail 20,000 square miles of unexplored territory and
ma [z]cd out railroad routes for the development of the country, which
will be built by British capitalists and the Argentine Government.

Besides the planning of railroad routes the expedition was commis-
sloned to determine the resources of the treeless plains of Patagonia
and the forested valleys of the Andes. Prof. Wlllis declared that Pat-
agonia, which was no farther from Buenos Aires than Colorado is
from Chicago, would become the greatest sheep-rearing region of the
world. while the Andes would be ome of the greatest cattle-ralsing
districts.

The woolgrowing business of South America, while it has
not grown as rapidly as other industries, shows an incrense.

In 1896 the South American production was 473,763,540
pounds; in 1912, 554,662,955 pounds.

Of the production. a large percentage is exported. For in-
stance, of the Argentina elip of 240400,600 pounds in 1010.
827,200,000 pounds were exported; and of the Uruguay clip of
126,800,000 pounds in 1910, 124,300,000 pounds were exporfed.

A conclusion of the Tariff Board is that the production of
sheep in the principal South American sheep countries may
remain more or less stationary because the expected increase
in the Patagonian region will be offset by the absorption of
lands for agricultural purposes in the central provinces:; but
it is also asserted that the business may increase with higher
profits, and this is just what it is proposed to give them by the
present bill. In competition with our wool industry Argentina
and Uruguay can produce wool at from 4} to 5 cents per pound
less than the United States.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, T shonld like to ask what
is the character of the wool grown in Patagonia?

Mr. WARREN. It is a very excellent quality, usually what
is called “ cross-bred ™ wool.

Mr, WILLIAMS. It is the wool that goes into carpets?

Mr. WARREN. Not at all. It is that which goes into such
articles as the coat I have ¢h, and it can be transported to
New York or Boston for 1 to 1% cents per pound less than from
the Rocky Mountain country, making a difference of at least
5 to 6 cents per pound of scoured wool.

We have protected our growers heretofore with a duty which
has given the market to our home growers. As soon as the duty
is removed we must come into competition with the wools of
lower cost of production in South America, and if our wool-
growers can not live under this competition they ean take the
advice of those who advocate free wool, go out of business, and
allow the wool we use to be supplied from South America and
Australia.
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Possibly at the risk of repetition I would say that the report
of the Tariff Board shows that woolgrowing in Argentina has
been falling off slightly in the past two or three years. The
Government of the country proposes, however, to aid in not
only bringing woolgrowing back to its previous basis, but ex-
tendlng and enlarging it to a very great degree. This is to be
accomplished by leasing great tracts of public lands in Patagonia
belonging to Argentina, Steps have already been taken to lease
these areas of public land, and on May 14, 1912, the minister of
agriculture 'of Argentina authorized the issuance of invitations
in the United States and other countries to rent the public lands
in the territories of Rio Negro, Chubut, and Santa Cruz for
sheep raising. It is proposed to lease the lands at an annual
rental of $84 a square league, equal to 6,144 acres, and for a
term of 30 years. This would be at the rate of about 1} cents
per acre per annum, In our Western States where State lands
are leased to sheepmen the annual rate of rental is from 5
to 20 cents per acre.

1t is represented by the minister of agucu]tule of Argentina
that Patagonia is primarily a sheep and cattle country, where
agriculture must always be subordinate. The climate is semi-
arid. Rio Negro is in the latitude corresponding to South
Dakota, Chubut corresponds to Montana, and Santa Cruoz to
the equivalent latitudes of Canada; but the extremes of cold
are not so great in Patagonia as in the States referred to.

The altitude varies from sea level to 4,000 feet in the plateaus
and 6,000 feet in mountain peaks. The country looks like the
high plains of Wyeming, Utah, Arizona, or Texas.

The pasture consists of native bunch grasses and many kinds
of edible bushes. Water occurs in springs, streams, waterholes,
and underground, but is wanting in some districts except when
it rains. Its distributfon is the controlling factor in regard to
the value of lands. There are well-watered protected valleys,
plains with numerous transient ponds, high plateaus with
water and pasture spring and autumn, and other districts where
water is very scarce or salt. It is the purpose of the Argentine
minister to subdivide the public lands so as to include under
each lease lands of different kinds comprising ranges for differ-
ent seasons, where practicable in one fence, or in lots within
driving distance.

Wool on the ranch sells for 74 to 9% cents per pound. Labor is
about one-half the rate paid in this country, being $16 to $25
per month for the herders.

It is estimated by the minister of agriculture that a net
income of 17 per cent per annum on the amount invested can
be realized by investors in sheep raising in Patagonia under
the terms offered by the Government.

It is expecied also that the arrangement will in a short time
double the area of lands now devoted to sheep growing and

will greatly increase the wool production of the country.
TARIFF DUTIES PAID BY FOREIGNER,

Mr. President, we have heard frequenfly from the supporters
of this bill that the wool tariff imposes a hardship on the many
for the benefit of the few.

Now, we contend that the duty paid on importations of wool
comes largely out of the pocket of the foreign producer as his
license for trading in our market, and does not come out of the
pocket of the consumer.

But if the contention of the other side were correct, what is
the extent of the burden imposed on the people of the country
by the imposition of a tariff on wool?

The aggregate amount of duties collected during the last
fiscal year on unmanufactured wool was $14,454,234. We have
03,402,000 people in the United States, or probably more than
that now, which would make the figures more favorable. There-
fore, if the people paid this duty the amount for each individual
for the fiscal year 1912 was between 15 and 16 cents.

The amount of duties collected on manufactures of wool was
$12,509,246, and if this was paid by the American people the
average payment per individual for 1912 was 13 cents. If the
entire duty collected on wool and manufactures of wool were
paid by the people of this country the burden for the last fiscal
Year would have been less than 29 cents per person.

No matter who paid the duty, foreigner or American, the
amount collected finally went into the hands of the people of
this country, as it was paid out to mmntain our Government
institntions.

I contend, Mr. President, that the $27,053,480 collected last
year in wool and wool manufactures duty was a tax paid by
the foreign producer for the privilege of entering our markets
and that it was a benefit rather than a burden on our own

people.
MAGNITUDE OF INDUSTRY THREATEXNED.

Mr. President, in conclusion I wish to eall attention briefly

to the magnitude of this sheep and wool industry, the existence
of which is threatened by this bill.

The latest ebtainable statistics show:

Pounds.

Total number of sheep in world__ 626, BT2. TT4
Total number of sheep in Uuited States (or “about one-

twelfth of the whole number) _ 52, 823, 168

Total wool production of worl 2971, 150 132
Total wool tgroductmn of United States (or about omneo-

tenth of the whole production) —— . oo 302, 343, 400
Total wool consumption of ‘United States (over one-

sixth of the product of the world) ——————— - 500, 000, 000

The United States uses more wool than any other nation in
the world.

Touching the importance of woolgrowing in onr country with
which to supply our mills, I quote the following from the report
of the Revenue Commission appointed in 1865 to consider and
report upon our entire revenue system; not as a wool commnis-
sion, but to consider our entire revenue system. The members
of the commission personally were not particularly interested
in woolgrowing or manufacturing, but in the exhaustive report
they made the following was included :

The home production of wool is necessary to render us groperly In-
dependent of forel, powers, in peace and in war, In obtaining our
supplies of an artlcle on which the lives and health of all of our people
depend. It is mecessary to national economy, for no great agricultural
co“tntliyl can afford to import its most important and costly raw
materia

And—

Finally, it Is necessary to extend and complete the circle of diversi-
fied industries on which the wealth and independence of mnations so
much depend.

It would be a sad condition for our country, and especially in
time of war, if we were dependent upon foreign countries for
that most needed, if contraband, article—wool for clothes—
which, next to food, is our most essential product.

BUGGESTED TARIFF ACTION,

Mr. President I suggest:

First. The Government is ours, and must be supported, and it
takes cash to support the Government,

Second. The best way to obtain it is to make the foreigher
pay a license for the privilege of doing business in this country.

Third. The laborer is worthy of his hire, and we must give
protection sufficient”to insure work for all who are willing to
work and wages sufficiently large to pay for food, clothing, and
the education of children, with a little laid by for sickness or a
rainy day. This insurance we must sustain for all of our mil-
lions of working men and women.

Fourth. The amount of revenue from wool duties is large:
the per capita or per-suit-of-clothing wool duty is almost infini-
tesimal, since but 2 to 4 pounds of clean wool go into a suit
of clothes.

Fifth. Cost of living will greatly increase because of higher
meat prices if our mutton supply is lessened, just as meat will
be lower if we increase that supply.

Sixth. Diversified interests—agricultural and manufactur-
in%—are vital to the progress and high development of the
nation.

Seventh. Practically all of the people of this country are
producers; every man who works is one. All are consumers;
but those who are consumers and not producers are the “idle
rich,” who need not be taken into account.

Mr. President, I can recall no period but one in our his-
tory when so determined an effort was made to cripple the
industries of this country and transfer them to foreign countries
as will, in the opinion of thousands of good citizens, be the
result of the operations of the pending bill should it be enacted
as reported from the Finance Committee. That period was
during colonial times, when even then England was jealous
of us on account of our industrial and commercial growth.

It was in that period that Parliament in 1699 enacted a law
prohibiting the exportation of wool or woolen manufactures
from the English Colonies in America in competition with those
of the mother country. It was in that period that Lord Chat-
ham is quoted as saying:

The English colonists in North America have no right to manu-
facture a nail or horseshoe

In 1719 the House of Commons enacted in resolution form
“that erecting any manufactories in the Colonies tended to
lessen their dependence upon Great Britain.”

Can it be possible that this great political party which now
has full control of the executive and legislative branches of the
Government will, unwittingly or otherwise, by reason of this
tariff legislation it has determined to adopt, turn us back-
ward toward conditions which prevailed in colonial days when
we were at the mercy of the manufacturing and business inter-
ests of England?

Mr. President, our country is prosperous. Daily we have
statements to that effect from Senators on the other side and
we have evidence of the correctness of their statements in the
Government reports of the volume of imports and exporis of
merchandise for the fiscal year just ended. These reports show
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that our commercial transactions are greater in volume than
ever before in our history.

These conditions, I firmly believe, are
of protection which has been in force the

Mr. STONE obtained the floor.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MArTINE of New Jersey in
the chair). Does the Senator from Missouri yield to the Sen-
ator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. STONE. I rose only to express the hope that we might
proceed with the bill

Mr. PENROSE. I thought I would indulge in a few reflec-
tions on the bill, Mr. President.

Mr. STONE. We are always delighted to hear the Senator,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Mis-
souri yield, then, to the Senator from Pennsylvania?

Mr. STONE. I yield the floor, Mr. President.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, the Senator from Wyoming
[Mr. Warzex] has given a most interesting and luminous ad-
dress to the Senate, very naturally largely from the point of
view of the woolgrowers. In the remarks I shall make I
propose more particularly to direct the attention of the Senate
to the view of the manufacturer, particularly the eastern manu-
facturer, in the woolen indusiry. At the same time I wish to
impress upon the Senate the fact that as far as the eastern
point of view is concerned, as I know it, there is no confiict with
the side of the woolgrower.

This is an industry which covers a continent, beginning with
the growing of wool on the larger scale in the western part of
the country and ending with the manufactures of the eastern
seaboard. But we must not underrate the fact that not gnly is
the industry one harmonious proposition from the wool on the
sheep’'s back to the mill, and any comprehensive tariff must
necessarily embrace the whole situation, but in addition to that,
the eastern part of our country must not be overlooked as a
woolgrowing section.

I have some figures here which are quite remarkable, show-
ing the woel product of the United States for the year 1912,
It may not be realized that Maine produced 937,500 pounds of
wool in that year. Ohilo produced 16,875,000 pounds of wool,
nearly half the product of Montana and nearly half the product
of Wyoming, showing that it is not alone the wide areas of the
West which are interested in woolgrowing, but that the great
Eastern States have a real interest in it.

The industry of woolgrowing is necessarily being curtailed
in the western country. The establishment of the forest re-
serves and the restrictions imposed upon them, the fencing in of
the country, have all contributed to curtail the industry to some
extent. On the other hand, it has been slowly but steadily
increasing east of the Mississippi River. There are large
stretches of country in Siates like Ohio and Pennsylvania that
are even better adapted to the growing of wool and the raising
of sheep than the country along the slopes of the Rocky Moun-
tain Range. Unless this industry is destroyed by the pending
tariff legislation, we ean well look in the next 10 years to a
most remarkable increase in the raising of sheep east of the
Mississippl River. The raising of sheep for food and for the
fleece ought to be a part of the industry of every large farm.
The State of Michigan, I find from these figures, produced
10,125,000 pounds of wool during 1912. The State of Pennsyl-
vania produced in the same year 4,095,000 pounds of wool. At
one time the county of Washington, in Pennsylvania, ranked
as the leading weolgrowing county in all the United States, and
it is still a substantial part of the agricultural wealth of the
people 'of that great section of southwestern Pennsylvania.

The table referred to is as follows:

Wool products (washed and unwashed) of the United States, 1912,

Pounds.
304, 043, 400
937, 500

e result of the policy
st 16 years.

United States
Maine___

New Hampshire_

Vermont_.— 807, 500
Massachusetts 143, 750
Rhode Island 30, 000
Connecticut 85, 500
New York—__ 8, 750, 000
New Jersey._ 21, 800
FPennsylvania 4, 085, 000
Delaware___ 26, 500
Maryland 729, 600
Weat Vivginh = 5, 962, 300
o8 ', .
North Carolina
South Cal olina 08,
Georgie. N e 6858, 250
Flo xifsd S 308, 750
e I g
Illinols 4, 556, 250
fchigan 10, 125, 000
i in » , 000

Wool products (washed and umwcashed), efe.—Continued.
Pounds,
Minnesota = 4,087, 500
Towa___ SSRCT) 5L TAT. 00
| B L T, 425, 000
North Dakota = 1, 750, GO0
South Dakota___ 3, 206, 250
Nebraska 1, 700, 000 °
Kansas ! Es, L atal 1, 570, 000
Kentucky 3, 563, 000
Tennessee___ = ST 1, 500, 000
Alabama S 373, 750
Mississippl 2 562, 500
Louisiana b 525, 000
Texas 9. 100, 000
Oklahoma__ 100, 000
Arkansas RS 440, 000
Montans et B3 1 TS, D00
Wyoming. 32, 175, 000
Colorado_ 8, 049, 000
New Mexico i o, 18, 850, 000
Arizona____ 5, 694, 000
Ttah 3 ke ll. 550. (]
Nevada - B, 775,000
TR LA = 15, 540, 000
‘Washington = 4, 600, 000
0 18, 270, 000
California___ 11, 500, GOO

Mr. JAMES. Will the Senator from Pennsylvania yield for
a question?

Mr. PENROSE. Yes.

Mr. JAMES. How many pounds of wool does the Senator
gay Pennsylvania produced last year?

Mr. PENROSE. Four million and ninety-five thousand pounds,

Mr. JAMES. How many pounds did Pennsylvania produce
in 15097

Mr. PENROSE. T could not answer that question.

Mr. JAMES. I will state to the Senator that the figures sup-
plied us by the census show that Pennsylvania produced in 1909
6,300,000 pounds of wool. If the figures the Senator now gives
to the Senate as to the production of wool in Pennsylvania last
year are correct, Pennsylvania has fallen off one-third in the
production of wool.

Mr, PENROSE. The Senator is entirely correct in that state-
ment. Washington County, to which I have referred, with the
neighboring county of Greene, which are the chief eenters of
the wool industry in Pennsylvania, have exhibited a falling off.
It is doe to two reasons. One has been the development of
great natural resources, like the discovery of oil and natural
gas and the establishment of great industrial plants, which have
caused many of the farmers to abandon their farms, or to lense
them partly unworked, and in recent times—in the last two
years—the persistent agitation for free wool and tariff reduc-
tion, which has terrified everyone engaged in the industry. But,
notwithstanding these ecircumstances, the indusitry in Pennsyl-
vania is quite a substantial one and of material interest to the
agricultural people of that great Commonwealth. There is no
section of the State where the people are more gravely dis-
turbed regarding this tariff bill than are the farmers of the
counties of Washington and Greene in the State of Pennsylvania.

Mr. WALSH. I should like to address a question to the
Senato:.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. PENROSE. I will

My, WALSH., Can the Senator tell us the number of sheep
there are in Pennsylvania at the present time?

Mr, PENROSE. Yes; I am going to get to that, if the Senator
will wait for a minute.

Mr. WALSH. Can the Senator give us the figures for 18097

Mr. PENROSE. No; I did not want to burden the Senate
with too many figures.

Mr. WALSH. Inasmuch as the Senator hns told about how
the woolgrowing business is developing east of the Mississippt
River, I want te invite his attention to the fact that Indiana
in 1889 had 1,200,899 sheep and in 1909 it had 659,802 sheep.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator is about right, I believe. I
have already stated that the industry has gone down. But it
is still a vital substantial subject of interest to the farmers of
the East.

Mr. JAMES. If the Senator will permit me, in regard to
the statement he made, that the falling off in the production
of wool in Pennsylvania was due to the development there and
in part to the agitation of the Democratic Party for free
wool——

Mr. PENROSE. Yes, Mr. President; I know no one in Penn-
sylvania who argues for free wool.

Mr, JAMES. I thought the Senator attributed the falling
off of the production of the wool to the agitation about free wool.

Mr. PENROSE. Partly that and partly

Mr. JAMES. I was wondering whether in 1911, when we
passed through the House a bill that had a tariff upon woal,
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that affected the people of Pennsylvania so quickly as to be
reflected in the production of wool in 1912,

Mr. PENROSE. I can answer the Senator very briefly. The
tariff was so low as to be inconsequential, and the provisions
of the bill regarding the manufactured product were so de-
structive, that it was evident to everyone that there would not
be any market for wool if the bill passed.

Mr. JAMES., The Tarifft Board report, however, does not
agree with the Senator as to why the production of wool has
fallen off in Pennsylvania, because this report says:

The production of early lambs is found profitable in New Jersey at
the preszent time, as It i8 in eastern Pennsylvania. In these reglons
woolgrowing is a matter subordinated to mution production.

Mr. PENROSE. That may be entirely correct. Pennsylvania
is quite a large territory, divided into the west and the eastern
parts by the Allegheny Mountains. The chief section of the
State where sheep are raised is west of the Allegheny Moun-
tains, and I was referring to the western section of the State.

Mr. JAMES, I thought the Senator was talking about the
State as a whole.

Mr. PENROSE. Then I failed to make myself clear. I was
talking about the State as a whole, but I stated, as regards the
very large production of the sheep industry, that it is located
in the western part of the State. It may be that on the dairy
farms and the farms in the eastern part of the State near the
great centers sheep are raised for meat.

Regarding the sheep condition in Pennsylvania I can say
that the State of Pennsylvania, like most of the States east of
the Mississippi River, does not now possess so many sheep as
it once had because of the favorable conditions for woolgrowing
on the wide grazing areas of the far West and the Rocky
Mountains and on account of industrial development. But
Washington County and other counties in Pennsylvania are
still famous for the quality of their sheep and wool, and there
were, all told, 650,000 sheep of shearing age in Pennsylvania
on April 1, 1912, The average weight of the fleece of these
sheep in that year was 630 pounds, and the total elip
of wool, washed and unwashed, for 1012 was 4,085,000
pounds, equivalent to 2,170,350 pounds of stoured wool, of an
average value in 1912 of 54 cents a pound, almost the highest
price commanded anywhere in the United States. The total
value of the Pennsylvania clip of 1912 was $1,171,980. Our
clip was 60 per cent fine and 40 per cent medium, correspond-
ing in that regard with the famous clip of our neighboring
State of Ohio, which had 2,700,000 sheep in 1912, yielding
16,875,000 pounds of wool, washed and unwashed, equivalent to
8,606,250 pounds of scoured wool, selling, as our Pennsylvania
clip did, for 54 cents a scoured pound and bringing a total re-
turn of $4,647,375.

These industries of the farmers of Pennsylvania, Ohio, and
our other States are altogether too important to be sacrificed,
either by free trade in the wool itself or by the equally certain
and even more disastrous result of inadequate duties on the
finished woolen fabries—duties wholly insufficient to cover the
difference in wages and cost of preductien between this country
aud abroad. ;

The figures are of some interest, and I will ask to have in-
serted the international trade in wool during 1911,

The table referred to is as follows:

International trade in wool in 1011,

Country. Exports. Imports.
Pounds.

Algeria. .. 15,314,254 |.
Argentina 201, 088, 566 |.
Austrfii.tﬁ.. 710, 674,149 |_ i
AUStria-HUNEATY ..o oceveranennnacennecsonsosssssatomeloensenainenans , 148,135
T i B s e --| 235,200,810 | 340,089,7
British India.......... 62,143,913 22, 468,
British Bouth Afrlea. . .c-ccccaeocceiaiioaaaeaea 188,280, 110 fioiicierin .t
Canads.............. esspamsssavesasfenntoaronsennas 6, 876,934
Chile. b, N | e N
China 47,275,467
France , 586, 003, 730, 502
German 35,581,362 468, 711, 629
Japan...... 323,
Nethorlands, .. ...ceaacniacian ama ke a 21,432,125 29,376,348
New Zealand . i e S e s P R R 175,981,020 |.covunaai .
Persia. b seamesssmmsassssssesasssssasessanns 10,323, 935
e P e S e P S e e e S
gﬂ’nﬂh .........................
Sweden .
Switzerland ;
ka‘g ..... ’ 40, 156,
United Kingdom 31,373,218 | 568,230, 403
United States. . . eeesiiiionancee| 156,022,510
£ RS T L e e e e ! 103,505,404 .. ...........
Other gountrles. . . o L TR T T il 42,046, 000 53,914, 000

e i i.-.| 2,147,320, 532 | 2,444, 403, 684

Mr. PITTMAN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Nevada?

Mr. PENROSE. Yes.

Mr. PITTMAN. Does the Senator believe that taking the
duty off raw wool would decrease the number of sheep that are
naturally raised in his State?

Mr. PENROSE. I believe it would practically obliterate the
sheep industry in the section where it is chiefly located. In the

southwestern part of the State already the farmers are begin-

ning to get rid of their sheep. While I am not advised as to the
present price of wool and how much it has gone down, if any, I
know in that section no one wants to own any sheep with this
bill hanging over his head.

Mr. PITTMAN. How does the Senator explain this state-
ment of the Tariff Board, found on page 302:

In all the Btates not included in the western and the Ohio districts
the board finds that sheep are maintained primarily, as a rule, for their
utility as consumers of forage that would otherwise go lnr%ely to waste,
for their fertilizing value on the fields and pastures, for the production
of market lambs, and only incidentally for their wool.

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator has aecquired renewed confi-
dence in the Tariff Board report. Yesterday he was rather dis-
posed to doubt it and ignore it. There is nothing inconsistent
in that report and the statement I have made. The Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. JamEes] raised a similar point. The section
of Pennsylvania which is the center of this sheep industry is a
part of the Ohio district. Southeastern Ohio and southwestern
Pennsylvania are two sections of the eastern part of the United
States particularly adapted to the raising of sheep. All the
Tariff Board means to say in the report is that in the eastern
part of Pennsylvania and other eastern States sheep are raised
for the meat. But Pennsylvania comprises a very large terri-
tory. A continental mountain range divides the meat propo-
sition from the wool proposition, as far as the sheep industry
is concerned.

I merely refer to this interest of the East in woolgrowing
because the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. Wargex] referred to
an occasional conflict which had oeccurred in the past between
the grower and the manufacturer. In my opinion there is no
real conflict at the present time, and there should never have
been a conflict of that character in the past.

As far as the people of Pennsylvania are concerned, the over-
whelming majority of them are,as I am, consistent protection-
ists. They do not believe in spotted protection. They believe
in extending to the grower a protective duty which will permit
him to continue in his industry, and they believe in similar pro-
tective duties on the manufactured products of the East., They
do not come here like people have come heretofore asking for
free hides and heavy duties on shoes.

I have referred to the fact that the sheep growers of Penn-
sylvania will view with grave alarm the passage of this meas-
ure, and that they are endeavoring to get rid of their stock.
The same remark applies with even greater force to the manu-
facturers east of the Allegheny Mountains and more particu-
larly east of the Susguehanna River. There are grounds for
this apprehension. I have here an article from a trade publica-
tion, entitled “Men’s Wear,” under date of June 25, 1913, which
I will ask the Secretary to read. J

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re-
quested.

The Sccretary read as follows:

MEN'S WEAR, JUNE 235, 1913.

BOME ADVERTISEMENTS RECENTLY APPEARINXG IN AN EXNGLISH TRADE
FUBLICATION.

The following advertisements were recently printed in an English
trade journal:

“ Englishmen recently returned from America, after careful study of
prospects for British ready-to-wear clothing, would like to get in touch
with a first-class house making the very best productions only and
speciallzlnf in overcoats, raincoats, and sporting eclothing; also high-
grade woolens, with the view to opening up the American market. x-
cellent prospects right now to ge well in."

= d\;mn% gentlemen, resident in Manchester and shortly lcaving
for Canada and the United States, are open to represent woolen manu-
facturers, wholesale clothiers, Bradford goods, general drapery, and
men’s-year houses.”

“Traveler, well acquainted with woolen trade, shortly starting
regularly for Ameriea, would represent high-class manufacturer. (Com-
mission and part expenses."”

Mr. PENROSE. I shoulq like to have the Secretary now read
from the same trade journal, under date of June 235, 1913, a
statement from Mr. Theodore Justice, of Philadelphia, one of
the pioneers of the wool manufacturing industry, who is well
known all over the United States and who has just returned
from Europe.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will read as re-

quested.
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The Secretary read as follows:

MEex’s Wear, Juxe 25, 1013,
EUROPEAN MANUFACTURERS ELATED.

Theodore Justice, formerly of the firm of Justice, Bateman & Co.,
wool dealers, writes from Budapest that European woolen manufacturers
are clated by the Underwood tariff hill, and if they do not double the
size of thelr mills it will be because they think the new schedule too
favorable to last.

Mr. Justice is studying tariff conditions across the water. He gives
the opinion that the administration bill remeved 80 per cent of pro-
tection from Ameriean labor employed in woolen mills, to say nething
of the joss to manufacturers. e explains his figures in this way:

“ Under the Payne law wages at the time of Wilson's inauguration
were 40 per cent higher than at the time of McKinley's inauguration,
when the Wilson-Gorman fariff law was in effect. The Underwood
bill provides 40 per cent less protection to wool labor—net the manu-
facturer—than the Wilson bill did., Therefore the Underwood bill robs
labor of £0 per cent protection.”

A west of England cloth manufactorer sald to Mr. Justice:

“1 would give all the markets of the world that I now have in ex-
change for the Amerlcan market as it was under the Taft adminis-
tration. Even with your high tariff ug‘mles to the United States
have doubled. Jf there were any hope t the Underwood bill would
last eigh¢ vears, I would double the size of my mill. The worst of It
js that your workingmen have votes, and when they are idle in the
mills they are busy ot the polls. If I did not think there would be a
reaction, T would go ahead at full speed. We are surely pleased with
what President Wilson and Mr, UxpErwoop have done.”

As to Furopean waivs. Mr. Justice says:

“1 find wa in Austria for work similar to that in the United
States only 20 per cent of those in the United States; in Belgium and
Germany, 33% per cent; and in Great Britain, 49 per cent. While
labor in H receives only one-quarter of what is paid in the
United States, commodities are as Shoes are dearer and ready-
to-wear clothing is about the same as at home under Taft's adminis-

tration.”
ndent of the Nottingham Gpardian, Nottingham, England,

A corres
in an artiele covering the English wool de, says, in part:
%afhe likely

“The ideas of some seem to be in the clouds respecti

demand of America for home-grown wools when once the tariff comes
into operation, but It certainly will take time before American users
adjust themselves to the new conditions. There is every likelihood of
very largely increased shipments of semi and fully manufactured tex-
tiles being ship to the United States from West Riding under the
proposed new duties, and American manufacturers will have to face
very different competition from what they have experienced during the
last 15 years.”

Mr, STONE. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Missouri?

Mr. PENROSE. I do.

Mr. STONE. Who is the author of the paper just read?

Mr. PENROSE. The author is Mr, Theodore Justice, of Phila-
delphia. The gentleman who has been interviewed in that
report is a man of very high standing and undisputed authority
on the wool business.

Mr. STONE. I did not quite catch it.

Mr. PENROSE. Does the Senator want to have the article
read over again?

Mr. STONE. No;
about it.

Mr. PENROSE. I can not hear the Senator, and he does not
seem to have understood the article.

Mr. STONE. I understood the article to be a statement of
some gentleman by the way of Interview, or otherwise, favoring
thie passage of this bill

Mr. PENROSE. Oh, Mr. President, the Senator is entirely
mistaken. If he has sufficient interest in the matter, I think
the article had better be read again, or else he had better take
it and read it,

Mr. STONE. Oh, no,

Mr. PENROSE. The Senator is entirely mistaken.

Mr, STONE. 1 thought he made an argument against some-
thing which he =aid he was in favor of.

AMr. PENROSE. No; I have stated that the manufacturers
as well as the growers of Pennsylvania have viewed with great
alarm the passage of this measure, and there is some justifica-
tion for it if we consider the difference in the wages between
the employees in the wool industries in the United Kingdom and
in the United States. 5

I shall ask to have these figures inserted. I do not suppose
they will be disputed, because they are from the report of the
Tariff Board on Schedule K, Table 47, page 926. I will, how-
ever, merely call to the attention of the Senate some four or
five most remarkable differences in wage rates. In the occu-
pation of wool sorters I find here the excess in the United States
over Great Britain in wages is T1.5 per cent; for wool washers,
scourers, and driers the excess is 66.5 per cent; card strippers
and tenders, 43.8 per cent; comb tenders, 84.3 per cent in ex-
cess in favor of the wage earner in the United States. For
drawing-frame tender in the case of women it is 13LT7T
cent. In the case of worsted-frame spinners for females it is
1844 per cent; in the case of female winders it is 107.9 per
cent. In the case of a female woolen weaver it is 175.2 per

I was asking the Senafor a question

cent, and so on along the line. I insert the entire table at this

point.
The table referred to is as follows:
Comparative woges in American and English woolen mills.
[From the report of the Tarif Doard on Schednle K, Table 47, p. 820.]
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This was published prior to the advance in American mills of from &
to 20 per cent in 1913.

Mr. PENROSE. How the gentlemen on the other side expect
American wages to be mainfained with that difference between
the United Kingdom and Germany and the manufacturing es-
tablishments along the Atlantic seaboard it is impossible for me
to imagine.

I have here, Mr. President, something new in the advertising
line and in an American journal. Omne page has reference to
bankruptey sales, and another column is headed * General busi-
ness troubles.” But that may be only a colncidence. On the
page to which I desire to refer we have an advertisement which
is new for the first time in many years in any journal in the
United States. T quote from the Daily Trade Record of Thurs-
day, June 26, 1913:

TWe have been appointed exclusive selling agents for the United Statez
of America by the following prominent foreign manufacturers:

Bir Titus Salt, Bart.,, Sons & Co. (Ltd.), Saltanire, England. Men's-
wear fabrles. Manufacturers of fine Jfancy worsteds and Belwarp
:fhﬁr‘:;z guaranteed to malntaln their codlor against sun and sea in any

I will ask the Secretary to read the advertisement. It is a
most astonishing advertisemenf, and one that did not appear
until after the 4th day of March, when this destructive measure
seemed to be certain to be impesed upon the American people,

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary willl read as ve-
qguested.

The Secretary read as follows:

[From the Daily Trade Record, Thursday, June 26, 1913.]

YWe have been appointed exclusive selling agents for the United
States of America by the following prominent foreign manufacturers :

Sir Titus Salt, Bart., Sons & Co. (Ltd.), Saltaire, England; men’'s
wear fabrics. Manufacturers of fine fancy worsteds and Delwarp serges,

aranteed to maintaln their color against sun and sea In any ciimate.
. Benn, jr., Bradford, England; manufacturer of medivm-priced serces,
staple fancies, mohelrs, 4] Fisher, Firth & Co., Colne
Valley, E?-fhnd: nufacturers of the celebrated Colne Valley cas-
simeres. . & G. Kynoch, Kelth, Scotland ; manufactorers of all-woel |
fancy Scotch tweeds. James Johnston & Co., Elgin, Scotland; manu-
facturers of exclusive novelties in Scotch twecds. Robinson & Bairstow,
Balldon, England; manufacturers of popular-priced serges and gabar-
dines. Globe Manufacturing Co., Bradford, England; manufacturers
of fanc plece-ldnfe WO s. Samuel Turner & Sons (Ltd.), Itochdale,
England ; manufacturers of white flannels and men's wear cassimeres,
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G. H. Hirst & Co., Batley, England; manufacturers of beavers, kerseys,
and cloakings. Moss Bros. (Ltd.), Hebden Br! 3 d ; weavers,
dyers, and finishers of corduroys. Von Hagen Cole, Verviers, Bel-
%’{um: manufacturers of medinm and low-grade fancy worsteds. Ge-
ruder Junkers, Bheydt, Germany; manufacturers of low-grade fancy
worsteds. F. Brandts, Gladbach, Germany; manufacturer of low-
grade fancy sultings. Aaron & Jacob Liw, Beer's Sons, Brunn, Austria;
manufacturers of low and medium grade cassimeres and tweeds.

Fabrics and patterns suitable for the American market have been in
E‘m aration for several months under the personal supervision of Mr.

'iﬁmm J. Hill. Collections will be shown as soon as iff action per-
mits the Taomuou of deflnite prices. Special arrangements bave been
made for.the prompt delivery of sample requirements.

BERGES.

Stocks of lead numbers of serges are now in fransit and will be
carried in bond, m which sample requirements will be delivered,
regardless of existing tariff rates.

W. H. Duvan & Co.

War. J. HILL,
Menager Forcign Department, 79 Fifth Avenue, New York.

Mr. STONE. Is the Senator through?

Mr. PENROSE. I am not by any means through.

Mr. STONE. Oh.

Mr. PENROSIL. I regret that the Senator is impatient.

Mr. STONE. I saw that the Senator had taken his seat.

Mr. PENROSH. I am just getting warmed up. I regret to
sce the irritation which this newspaper announcement has
caused in the demeanor of the Senator from Missouri.

Mr. STONE. I bad supposed— -

Mr. PENROSE. It evidently sounded an alarm.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator dces not really think that
anybody ever listens to the reading of a newspaper article.

Mr, PENROSE. It is an advertisement.

Mr. STONE. I suppose it to be a very able argument so far
as made by the Senator.

Mr. PENROSE. I always try to listen to the arguments of
the Senator from Missouri with great attention when they are
not a filibuster.

My, STONE. I have listened to you.

Mr. PENROSE. I hope the Senator will return the same
reciprocity.

Mr. STONE. I thought the Benator intended that advertise-
ment to be his peroration——

Mr. PENROSE. No; I am really just beginning, Mr. Presi-
dent.

Mr. STONE. And that everybody on the other side of the
Chamber would be satisfied with the effort, and we could go
on with the bill. Still I am always so delighted to hear the
Senator that I apologize for inferrupting.

Mr. PENROSE. I ecan understand, Mr. President, that the
Senator from Missouri should exhibit disturbance when he has
read to him as he had just had an advertisement, dated re-
cently, from a selling agency representing itseif to be the agent
of foreign manufacturing concerns in England, in France, in
Germany, and in Belgium, inviting persons to prepare to pur-
chase their products as scon as the pending Democratic bill
shall become a law, and in the meanwhile to crowd all they can
into the bonded warehouses of this country. Much as the Sen-
ator may be determined to press to final passage this bill, it is
possible that he has a passing compunction in his mind as he
deliberately hands over the American market to the foreign
manufacturer and to the cheap labor of Europe, and contem-
plates the spectacle of the paralysis of every industry in the
East and the condition which will confront the grower of wool
in the West.

Mr. President, the tariff discussions which have been going
on in the United States for the whole history of the Government
have certainly for half of that period largely centered around
the wool industry and the duty on wool. I have here a volume
which contains, among other notable documents, the report of
Alexander Hamilton, who was then Secretary of State, made
“in obedience to the order of the House of Representatives of
the 15th day of January, 1790, * #* * {o the subject of man-
ufactures, and particularly to the means of promoting such as
will tend to render the United States independent of foreign
nations for military and other essential supplies.”

This, Mr. President, is one of the most remarkable documents,
as it is the first, in the history of the tariff discussion in the
United States; it is a elassic which ean not be improved upon
from the protectionist point of view. Mr. Hamilton was asked
by the House of Representatives to make a report on the sub-
ject of manufactures, and particularly on the means of pro-
moting such manufactures as would render the United States
independent of foreign nations for military and other essential
supplies, and his fertile mind, appreaching a virgin field of dis-
cussion, produced a document which can not be improved and
which hardly can be extended by any protectionist writer in
the discussions current in political controversies to-day.

It applies with just as much force, Mr. President, as it did at
the beginning of our national history, when the House of Rep-
resentatives passed the resolution in 1790; and the Republican
Party has been just as consistently found in advocacy of the
doctrines here laid down as it is possible for any pariy to be
regarding a great national fiscal policy.

This volume, Mr. President, alse contains, among other tariff
papers, the report of Mr. Robert J. Walker, as Secretary of the

Treasury, upon one of the earliest and, in my opinion, the only "

consistent tariff bill which was ever proposed by the Demo-
cratic Party. Mr. Walker did advoeate duties for revenue only
on an ad valorem basis, the amount of the ad valorem to be
fixed by the requirements of the Government., We do not find
in his measure sectional protection hidden under gemeral provi-
sions of reduced duties and free trade; we do not find in his
advocacy and argument discussion as to the amount of imports
which shall be permitted or what proportion of an article the
Ameriean eonsumer ean use of foreign make and what of do-
mestic make; we do not find any deeeptive, alluring suggestions
thrown out to the voter before the campaign that no legitimate
industry will be disturbed, but we have the flat-footed, logical,
theoretical doctrine that the Government should be rm on ad
valorem duties for revenue only proportioned to the expenses of
the Government,

While the Democratic Party has, therefore, wavered’ and
backed- and filled in the low-duty, free-trade propaganda the
Republican Party can stand consistently on the doctrine laid
down by Hamilton in the statesmanlike document to which I
have referred.

Mr. President, I only refer to it because Hamilton seems to
have considered among military necessities the encouragement
of the wool industry. It was a little too early for him in 1790
to know that Benaparte had to clothe the Frenech Army with
English wool, when he was endeavoring to put an embargo on
English trade and keep all of England’s merchandise out of
continental Europe. That was one of the results of France
not having what was a military necessity—wool—to clothe her
troops and to clothe her people. However, Hamilton makes
dtl;,{s remarkable statement about the wool industry in those

ys:

Besides manufactories of these articles, which are earried on as
regular trades and bave attained a considerable degree of matarity,

there is a vast scene of household manufacturing which contrlbutg-

more !nrgely to the supply of the community than could be imagin
without having made it an object of particular inguiry. This observa-
tion is the glening result of the investigation to whieh the subjeet of
this report has led, and 1s applicable as well to the Southern as to the
Middle and Northern States. Great quantities of coarse cloths, eoat-
ings, serges, and flannels, linsey-woolseys, hogiery of wool, co and
thread, coarse fustians, jeams and muslins, checked and striped cotton
and linen goods, bedticks, coverlets and counterpanes, tow linens, coarse
shirtings, sheetings, toweling and table linen, and various mixtures of
woel and cotton and of cotten and flax are made in the household way,
and in many instances to an extent not enly sufficlent for the supply of
the families in which they are made but for sale, and even in some
cases for eﬁeﬂ:ﬂon. It is eomputed in a number of districts that
two-thirds, fourths, and even four-fifths of all the clothing of
the inhabitants are made by themselves. The im{)ortance of 8o great
& progress as appears to have been made in family manuofactires
within a few years, both in a moral and politieal view, renders the fact
highly interesting.

It is, Mr. President, from these humble beginnings that the
wool industry in the United States has reached its present
magnitnde—dimensions which are sufficient, so far at least as
the manufacturing part of the industry is concerned, and it may
be of the woolgrowing also, to supply all the wants of the
American people at a reasonable price.

Early the States, in the days when we had tariffs against each
other, recognized the importance of encouraging this particular
industry. They had their tariffs, their bounties, and their
laws to encourage in the different Colonies the industry of
wool manufaetures. Why we should now, at this late day in
our national histery, deliberately throw away a proper and con-
sistent source of revenue and have to seek it in other and
more direct and inconvenient ways, and at the same time
expose to curtailment and perhaps very largely to destruction
a great industry essential to our national independence is to
me incomprehensible as the doctrine of any sane political party.

Mr. President, I offered a few days ago an amendment to
Schedule K of the pending bill. It is the same measure sub-
stantially that was offered by me in the last Congress to the
then pending wool bill. Those who were in the Senate at that
time may reeall that most ef the majority voted for the meas-
ure; that it was carried and put in the then pending bill. Later
on in the proceedings the then minority joined with some of
the Republicans and put in another amendment, but the amend-
ment did at the time receive substantial recognition and has
been introduced by me in order to complete the tariff record of
this session.
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I will say candidly, Mr. President, that it has not been my
intention to offer any amendment, with perhaps a few excep-
tions, to the pending bill, I take it, although I am not author-
ized to speak for any Republican Senator but myself, that such
is the general sentiment on this side of the Chamber. I fully
realize that no amendment offered by me or by my party asso-
cintes has any chance of passage at this session of Congress.
I also feel that it will be at least four years, if there is any

“revulsion of public sentiment upon these economic questions,
before the Republican Party will be in a position to take up
tariff legislation. Four years is a considerable period in indus-
trial development, Business conditions are likely to be greatly
changed, and should another party be in power four years from
now the business conditions will have to be met afresh. I do
not think that the historian or the American people will devote
very much time to an investigation of what the minority may
have done at this session of Congress in a futile way regarding
amendments or speeches upon this particular pending bill
Should the people of the United States again sustain the party
of protection, the conditions that will then present themselves
will have to be met and dealt with. At the same time, in con-
nection with this particular schedule, there is some reason for
the introduction of the amendment.

In the first place the Tariff Board has reported on fthis
schedule and made what is admitted to be an exhaustive, care-
ful, and thorough report. In the second place there have been
other amendments introduced or will be introduced as substi-
tutes for Schedule K, In view of these facts, in view of the
fact that I did introduce the amendment in the last Congress,
and in view of the further fact that it represents, so far as I
can ascertain, very largely the thought upon the subject of pro-
tection, more particularly as regards the manufacturer, I have
deemed it desirable to introduce the amendment to complete the
tariff record, so far as this subject is concerned, at this session
of Congress.

Mr. President, this bill revising the woolen Schedule K,
which I have introduced, is offered from the standpoint of
those who believe in the protective-tariff policy, which during
the greater part of our national existence has been the policy
of the United States.

The bill of the majority now before the Senate is so arranged
in the woolen schedule as to give the preference—and a very
marked preference—to European manufacturers. The substi-
tute schedule which I have presented gives a distinet advantage
to American manufacturers in competition for American busi-
ness.

I believe this to be in accord with the desire of a very great
majority of the American people, and, like all sincere protec-
tionists from Washington and Hamilton to the present time, I
believe that the protective policy is of benefit to all of the Amer-
ican people of all States and sections. One result of the pro-
tective policy, which even its opponents have acknowledged to
be a good result, is the diversification of national industries and
particularly the spread of manufactures. An economic policy
which builds mills and factories in the towns and multiplies the
opportunities for employment of the dwellers there multiplies
also the market for the products of the farms. Every new
manufacturing industry which, under the protective system,
gains a foothold in our great indusirial States adds to the value
of every farm in the Mississippi Valley and elsewhere. That
the protective policy is the best policy for the entire Nation
always has been, is, and always will be the profound conviction
of all sincere protectionists.

PROVISIONS OF THE BILL,

In the proposed revision of Schedule K, which I introduced
last year and have introduced in substantially the same form
this year, a specific duty of 18 cents a pound on the clean con-
tent of wool is the method adopted to protect and encourage
Ameriean woolgrowing. This method has been employed be-
cause it seemed to meet with the approval of the woolgrowers.

A specific form of duty is, of course, to be preferred to an ad

valorem form wherever practicable.

The specific form of the proposed duty on wool commended
itself strongly to my Jjudgment. But there must be grave
doubts of the practicability of basing the duty on the clean
content from the point of view of administration or as protec-
tion to the woolgrowers. This practical difficulty is sufficient
to offset, or more than offset, the theoretical advantages of the
clean-content method, although the Tariff Board gives it in
passing a qualified support (p. 12). The whole subject of the
proper form, as well as of the proper amount, of the duty on
wool mny advantageously be left open until the opportunity
comes for another revision of the tariff from the profectionist
standpoint.

SPECIFIC DUTIES ONX TOPS AND YARNS.

One important merit of this proposed substitute for the
woolen schedule of the Democratic tariff bill is the specific form
of the duties on tops and yarns. The Tariff Board, in its report,
declares that specific duties both on yarns and on tops are wise
and practicable, saying (p. 17) :

If a specific duty be placed on the scoured content of the raw wool,
it would then be possible to levy a specific duty on tops and yarns.
The system of specific doties, as is well known, has many advantages
for administrative and revenue purposes. It has a further advantage
from the point of view of adjusting duties to difference in cost of
production at home and abroad.” The duty could then be mamintained at
a constant and definite figure mrrespnndf;g to a definite and constant
difference in cost of manufacture. Under an ad valorem system the
amount of duty varies with every fluctuation in the markef value of
the raw material, while the difference in cost of manufacture remains
relatively constant,

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, will the Senator permit me
to interrupt him there?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Pennsyl-
vania yield to the Senator from Wyoming?

Mr. PENIIOSE. I do.

Mr. WARREN. The Senator has alluded to tops, the rate of
duty on which is a very vital issue to the woolgrower, because
of the manner in which they are treated in the pending bill.
Tops sometimes are as low in price in the market as 30 cents,
and again they may be as high as a dollar a pound, the labor be-
ing the same to the manufacturer of tops in either case. With
the proposed duty of only 5 per cent on tops, the price of wool
will not only. be reduced to the woolgrower in this country to
the world’s level of wool, but he will have to reduce his price
for wool as much lower than the foreign wool, as is the real
difference in the cost of making the tops in this country and
abroad, and at that, from the woolgrower’s standpoint, the duty
contained in the bill on tops is insufficient. I want to ask the
Senator if he thinks there would be any benefit to the manu-
facturers in having that rate so low?

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, I have always thought that
t".e interests of the grower and the manufacturer were identical.
As patriotic Americans they are interested in the prosperity of
the industry in all its forms and phases.

EXTERT APPROVAL OF BPECIFIC DUTIES,

This officinl view of the practicability and wisdom of a spe-
cific form of duties as applied to tops and yarns is confirmed in
the memorial presented by Mr. John P. Wood, of Philadelphia,
president of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers,
before the Committee on Ways and Means, January 27, 1913.
In that memorial a special committee of manufacturers states
in a report on the subject of tops and yarns (p. 25) :

An examination into the costs of wool comling abroad reveals the
fact that in Bradford the commission fee for combing merino tops is
4% cents, and we belleve that a safe estimate of 2 cents per pound
would embrace the expenses of the merchant, making a total cost of
conversion from raw wool into finished tops of 0} cents per pound. In
our country abundant testimony is at hand to show that in the woolen
trade conversion costs are 100 per cent more ihan those of Furope, so
that to equalize by duties the increased cost of combing raw wool into
tops, considering solely the merchants’ and wool-combers' expenses and
eliminating enhancements which may be incident to a duty on raw wool,
a rate of 7 cents per pound would be required to accomplish this object.

This committee of manufacturers, out of its practical knowl-
edge, describes the conversion cost of tops as * with but slight
variations from year to year, in this country as well as abroad,
a fixed amount.” As to the conversion cost of yarns and the
requisite protective duty, the commiitee of manufacturers fur-
ther says (pp. 36-37) :

In England and upon the Continent the bmsiness is largely subdi-
vided between the merchant who owns the combed wool or tops and the
commission spinner who spins the worsted yarns for a fixed fee per
quantlty. The merchant, ns in the case of fops, has to bear the inter-
est on the materials, the warehousing and transportation demands, and
the clerieal and office outlays incidental to this business. The spinner
in turn takes care of the wages expended about his plant, with neces-
sary supplles for its operation, Iif{ht and power, insurance, interest, and
tgm general overhead charges incident to this kind of mechanical opera-
tions.

The costs of commission spinning for varlous sizes and counts of
worsted yarns are thoroughly established in Bradford, and we would
quote on standard sizes in twofold yarns to-day :

Quality.

Cents per pound.
243 8
32s b o, S 28 sl e S S o s s o o 10
86s 11
408 = EE i a kL
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These commission prices carry with them a profit to the sflnner.
which profit, it might be fairly said, would an amount sufficient to
embrace the merchant’s charges before referred to, so that the net cost
of converting combed wool or tops into finished worsted yarns of
standard sizes would be reckoned upon the commission charge for vari-
ous counts based on the conditions thus named.

Taking the manufacturing costs in this country as double those of
Europe, & duty of these amcunts on these specific numbers or such sub-
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division of the same as to count or size would be necessary to safe-
guard the American market against the product of foreign machinery.

In the sp of yarns we have eliminated a factor which we
previously refer to as baving a marked influence upon costs In the
combing of wools, and that is the ?uestiou of quality and length of
fiber. In the converting of tops into the sizes of worsted yarns to
which they can economically be spun, the conversion cost varles but
little between a fine and a coarse quality of stock; therefore the differ-
ence between conversion eosts abroad and here can be closely approxi-
mated in a constant figure from year to year.

AN INCOXSISTENCY.

The bill proposing to revise Schedule K, which has been
offered by the distinguished Senator from Utah, and is described
by him as based on the report of the Tariff Board—I make any
criticism with the greatest respect for the Senator’s knowl-
edge of the subject, which is superior to mine—fails, in my
opinion, to conform with the recommendations of that board in
the character of its duties upon tops and yarns. The Senafor
from Utah, with great intelligence, safeguards the interests of
his woolgrowing constituents by his specific duty of 15 and 13
cents a pound on the clean content of raw wool. This specific
duty is in accord with the Tariff Board repori; but in propos-
ing his duties on those important manufactured products, tops
and yarns, the Senator from Utah departs from the sound prin-
ciple which he has applied to the case of raw wool, and pro-
vides that the protective duty on tops shall be 10 per cent ad
valorem and the protective daty on yarns 30 per cent ad valorem
in addition to the specific compensatory duties. The use of
ad valorem rates to protect the manufacturers of tops and
yarns, while the woolgrowers are protected by a specific duty,
is a very grave and wholly unnecessary inconsistency in a meas-
ure professedly construeted from the protective standpoint. Not
only does the Tariff Board distinctly state that (p. 1T) “if a
specific duty be placed on the scoured content of the raw wool,
it would be possible to levy a specific duty on tops and yarns“—
not ‘only does the Tariff Board declave this to be entirely prac-
ticable, but it holds the specifie duty to be fair and effective
and preferable in every way, in the words which have just
been quoted. Indeed, one of the most salient features of the
entire Tariff Board report is the emphasis which is everywhere
1aid upon specific duties as more scientific and more just both
to the American producers and to the Government.

The Senater from Utah acknowledges and accepis this prin-
ciple as applied to the woolgrowing indusiry of the Western
States, but he rejects it as applied to the manufacture of tops
and yarns, where the Tariff Board declares that a specific rate
of duty for protective purposes is wholly feasible. This incon-
sistency is a serious fault, to my mind, in the bill proposed by
the Senator from Utah. In the measure which I am offering,
the recommendations of the beard in this respect are consist-
ently followed. There is a specific duty of 18 cents a pound
on the clean content of the raw wool, a specific duty of 20 cents
a pound on tops, and a specific duty on yarns, graduated accord-
ing to their fineness, all constifuting a faithful effort to fulfill
the recommendations of the Tariff Board, the results of its long
and patient inquiry.

COMPOUND DUTIES.

Tor the purpose both of revenue for the Government and of
adequate protection to American preducers specific duties are
so strongly preferable that I would have arranged such duties
on cloths and dress goods in the bill which I have offered, if the
judgment of men with practical knowledge of the industry had
not been confirmed in my own consideration of the subject, that
guch treatment of these finished fabrics was entirely impracti-
cable. In every protectionist tariff revision of recent years the
applieation of  specific dutles to woolen cloths and dress goods
has been sought and studied, but the effort has invariably
failed. The situation has been well stated in the report of the
Tariff Board., where, after an earnest approval of the specific
sgystem, the board adds (p. 710) :

But no satisfactory method of classifying woven fabrics in the case
of manufactures of wool with a view to the assessment of specific duties
has yet been devised. Eforts have been made to classify woolen and
worsted fabries aceording to welght per yard and picks per ineh as the
proper basis for adjusting rates to relative differences in cost. This
method, however, fails to take into account either the great variations
in the quallty of yarn going into a fabric of a given class or the great

variations In the finishing of cloth after the Procem of wea“nf is
completed. From an examination of many fabrics It appears Ehamgﬁ
out w.

gystem of classification nlonf such lines has yet been wo.
wonld aet in a fair and equitable manner.

It would seem, then, that in so far as woolen and worsted fabrics
are concerned, the only present practicable method of I ng dutles is
to adopt In some measure a § m of ad valorem dutles. Baoch
valorem duties would necessarily be im addition to an; ca:mpgnm:tmx

duties levied because of the doty on the raw material.
system of graduated dntles, Increasing regularly with different inere-

ments of value, could be made eguitably lo equalize the difference In
the cost of production on the more expensive fabries without placing
prohibitory rates on fabrics of lower grade.

Unable to secure n satisfactory form of specific duties as ap-

plied to cleths and dress goods I have adopted the alternative

suggested by the board and have applied to these fabries a sys-
tem of graduated compound duties, partly specific, partly ad
valorem, adjusted according to the value of the goods. Not
only is this plan approved by the Tariff Board, but it is recom-
mended as the most just and effective method by President John
P. Wood, of the National Association of Wool Manufacturers, in
his memorial to the Committee on Ways and Means. Mr. Wood
there says (p. 22) :
The infinite variety of articles embraced in the woolen schedule makes
it quite impossible specify the exactl ﬁ” r rate for every qroup.
and so to define each group that it would Include omnly such articles as
the rates for that group exactly and properly apply to.  We have already
pointed out that ad valorem rates wholly fall to meet the requirements
of the ense. The nearest to a general statement that can be made is
that the present ad valorem rates, in addition to whatever compensatory
allowance is necessary to cover the wool duty, are in most cases the
least that would be sufficiently protective to continue the industry in Its
present propertions and with its present rates of wages:; that In the
case for which it Is not practicable to devise duties whelly In specifie
form the rates should be compound with at least half of the total sum
specific; that for yarns and tops the rates should be specific, and they
can readily be levied in that form with more exact justice to all inter-
ests than by any other method,

An important f_eatul'e of compound duties as applied to the
lower-priced fabrics is stated by Mr. Wood as follows (p. 23) :

In the case of some of the cheaper forms of dress goods and cloths
the present ad valorem rates would not be protective, because, as has
already been explained, the conversion cost does not decrease in the
same ratio as the raw-material cost; hence a percentage of total value
that would be adequately protective for goods of medium value when
applied to those of low value would not produce amounts propor-
tionate to the difference in manufacturing cost of the cheaper goods.
Under the present tariff, as bas always been thoroughly understood
h{ those who have given the subject more than superfielal attention,
the deficlency In the ad valorem rate on low-priced gocds is made u
in the specific rate, which for such goods is nnd was always intend
to be partly compensatory and partly protective.

REDUCTIONS IN THIS BILL.

Mr. President, as regards the reductions in this bill, it makes
very considerable reductions. I invite the-attention of the Sen-
nfe to the extent of the reductions in a few figures which T shall
give.

Mr. GALLINGER. Before the Senator does that, can the
Senator in just a sentence suggest the relative reductions made
by the Senator’s bill as compared with those made by the bill of
the Senator from Utah [Mr. Sagor]?

Mr. PENROSE. No; I can not do that. I think perhaps
the Senator from Utah could do that. I have no comparison on
that point. I am now referring to the reductions made from
the Payne law, the present law:

On cloths, for instance, the duties have been rednced from in the
neighborhood of 10 per cent of the rate of duty under the existing law
on the high-priced and expensive fabrics, which may be classed as lux-
uries, to as much as approximately 125 per cent of the rate of duty
under the existing law on the lower and cheaper grades. On blankets
of the higher grades there are reductions running from 12 per cent to
24 per cent, and on some of the cheaper qualities, where the value runs
from 20 cents to 40 cents {:er pound, the present duties in many cases
have been almost cut in half.

The duties on yarns show a reduction of from 8 per cent to 45
per cent of the rate of dut?r under the existing law under the different
conditions of the market. n the same way the duties on tops will show
reductions running from 35 per cent to a little over G0 per cent of the
rate of duty under the existing law.

In answer to the inquiry of the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Gatringer] as to a comparison of rates under the bill
introduced by me and that of the distinguished Senator from
Utah, I ought to say that they may be rather hard to compure,
because 1 think I have a higher duty on wool than the Senator
from Utah has; have I not?

Mr. SMOOT. I think the Senator's duty on wool is some-
what higher. Of course, that carried into the compensatory
duties on cloth will make his cloth a little higher.

Mr. PENROSE. We should have to figure from the same rate
of duty on the raw product to make an accurate comparison,

These are-real and substantial reductions. They constitute
a vigorous revision of the schedule. It is my firm belief, how-
ever, that the rates proposed are high enough to save wool-
growing and wool manufacturing from serious injury. Of
course the rates proposed are higher than those of the woolen
schedule in the bill advocated by the majority of the Senate.
But the majority bill, it should be borne in mind, is very
frankly nonprotective, while the measure which I have pre-
sented seeks to give American farmers and ranchmen and Amer-
fean mills at least a fair chance in competition with foreign
producers.

THE WOOL-CONTEXT PROPOSITION,

Both the bill of the Senator from Utnh revising Schedule K
and the bill presented on belialf of the minority of the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means in the last Congress based the com-
pensatory duty *“on the wool contained” in the partly or
wholly manufactured product. The motive of this provision of
these other measures is undoubtedly well intentioned, but the
provision itself in its practical effect is open to very serious
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objection. The protective duty on any class of woolen goods
gshould be sufficient to cover the difference in the cost of con-
version between our own country and competing foreign coun-
tries. This difference is a constant quantity and is practically
the same, so far as popular-priced woolens are concerned, for
all-wool or part-cotton fabries.

An ad valorem rate of duty sufficient to cover that difference
in conversion eost for all-wool fabrics would be insufficient in the
case of part-cotton fabrics of really durable and meritorious
quality but of lower value because of the lower cost of the cot-
ton material. In such a case that part of the specific duty that
is not actually required to compensate the manufacturer for
the dnty which he has paid on his raw wool is necessary to
make up for the deficiency in the ad valorem duty as an ade-
quate protective duty for the manufacturer. Thus, inadvertently
the framers of these other measures offer bills which are not

adequately protective, as experience under such legislation would®

quickly and conclusively demonstrate.

Another grave defect in the wool-content provision of both
bills referred to, that the compensatory duty should be allowed
only “on the wool contained” in partly or wholly finished
manufactures, is that, although the customs officials can dis-
tinguish between cotton, a vegetable product, and wool, they
ran not distinguish between new wool and shoddies, low grades
of which are frequently of less value than cotton. This method
of basing the compensatory duty on the actual wool content
would, in effect, discriminate against honest cotton-warp goods
with a pure wool weft of enduring quality in favor of cheap
shoddy trash receiving the full compensatory duty. As the
Tarif¥ Board says in ilg report (p. 626) :

Goods made with a cotton warp and wool weft may be easily
recognized and rated, but it frequently happens that both warp and
weft contain more or less of cheaper materials. There are, of course,
well-known and simple tests for discovering the cotton content of
a fabrie, but their application to imported cloths in the customhouse
would involve considerable difficnlty. Moreover, there i3 no test
known that will disclose the proportion of noils, shoddy, mungo, ete,
to new wool in many varieties of fabrics. ‘

A provision like that referred to in these fwo other bills
would tend inevitably to degrade the character of the clothing of
the American people, who, under the present tarifi system, have
come into the fortunate position of wearing proportionately
more new wool and less shoddy than any other people in the
world. This is a fact of absolute record, proved by the official
investigations of our Governmeni. The United Kingdom, with
only one-half as many inhabitants as the United States, bas
nearly three times as many rag machines for the manufacture
of shoddy as this country.

I read this morning, during the collogquy between the Senator
from Wyoming [Mr. Warrex] and the Senator from Montana
[Mr. WarLsu], an extract from the report of the Tariff Board,
on page 72. I will read it again:

The greatest shoddy-producing eenter in the world is in and near
Batley and Dewsbury, England. Of the 900 rag-grinding machines in
the United Kingdom, Yorkshire, in which Batley and wsbury are
located, has 881 machines. In the whole of the United States there are
only 346 rag-grinding machines.

EHODDY IN AMERICA AND IN EXGLAXD.

British woolen mills, according to an official estimate, use
200,000,000 pounds of shoddy every year. The consumption of
shoddy in the woolen mills of the United States in the year
1909—a year of active manufacturing—was less than 80,000,000
pounds. The use of shoddy is decreasing under the protective
system of the United States; it is increasing under the tariff-
for-revenue system of Great Britain.

I will ask to have the following extract from Men's Wear
of June 25, 1913, regarding English fabrics, read by the Secre-

tary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. There being no objection, the Sec-
retary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

ENGLISH FABRICS.

An important selling agent, who has just returned from abroad, sald
recently : “ I have been all through certain mlill districts in England,
and I never before in my life saw such development of the art of
manipulation as I have seen in their fabrics, hey are past grand
masters in maki%g goods which look llke what they are not.

“ Now,"” he added, * these goods will not go with the American peo-
ple. They may for a season, but they will not last, Theg are not Emd
enough. It is an astonishing th[ng the nmount of shoddy which Eng-
lish manufacturers put into all their cloths. Now,- of course, I am
talking about the great bulk of business done by England, for everyone
knows that, on the other hand, there are English manufacturers who
make wonderful fabries, but the product of these latter mills we will
probably see little of in this country.”

Mr. PENROSE. British manufacturers import rags for
shoddy from all the world. The United States imports almost
no rags and shoddy, but exports to British manufacturers every
yenr thousands of bales of rags, for which there is no adequate
market and no active use in this country.

Some of the woolén fabrics made by British mills are of ex-
cellent quality and workmanship, but a great many fabrics, an
immense proportion of the total production, are made from
shoddy and other cheap substitutes for wool. These “ cheap ™
fabrics were heavily imported during the life of the Gorman-
Wilson law. They are sure to be imported under the proposed
rates of the pending bill, which are a great deal lower than the
Gorman-Wilson duties—lower, practically, by the difference
between 50 and 35 per cent.

This pending measure puts a premium upon the importation
of shoddy goods, enormous quantities of which will unquestion-
ably be shipped from Europe as soon as the reduced rates become
efl‘eg‘ti\'e. This will have two very serious results. One will be
an impairment of the quality of the clothing of the American
people, which is exactly what the couniry experienced under
the Gorman-Wilson law of 1894-1897. Another result will be
that American manufacturers, who now use shoddy sparingly
or not at all, will be forced to meet their foreign competitors
as nearly as possible on even terms and will, therefore, be forced
to perfect themselves in the manipulation of these cheap-wool
substitutes, an art in which English manufacturers working
under the tariff-for-revenue system are confessedly the most
experienced and adept in the world.

OXE FLAT RATE AN ERROR,

The pending Democratic tariff bill in its woolen schedule pro-
vides for a flat rate of 35 per cent on all cloths and dress goorls
in *chief value” of wool. Not only is this rate far too low to
span the difference in the cost of conversion of these fabries be-
tween the mills of our own country and the mills of competing
low-wage foreign countries, but the application of a single fiat
rate to all kinds and values of woolen goods is a serious fault
of technical construction. 'This defect in the proposed bill has
been authoritatively pointed out by a former member of the
German tariff commission which framed the lagt German tariff—
Mr. Julins Forstmann, the president of the Forstmann & Huff-
mann Co., of Passaic, N. J. For the past 10 years Mr. Forst-
mann has been a resident of the United States. Before that
time he was for 10 years the managing partuner in one of the
leading German wool manufacturing establishments, founded by
his great-grandfather in 1803.

Mr. Forstmann is thoroughly informed as to the art of wool
manufacturing and: he is also familiar, through his practical
experience, with the scientific methods of tariff construction
practiced in Germany. Mr. Forstmann, on behalf of the fine
American woolen trade which his mill represents, protests
against the pending Democratic measure as wrong both in de-
tail and in general purpose. He says: .

In the recommendation of a flat rate on partly and wholl
factured woolen products, a fundamental mistake has been made. The
flat rate is wroug from every point of view. It is wrong because of
the greater cost of manufacture of fine fabries, fully explained in my
brief to the Ways and Means Committee. It |8 wrong from a fiscal
point of view, because it needlessly sacrifices revenue.

Some of the Democratic leaders have bitterly complained
against Republican Congresses that they were willing to receive
recommendations from American manufacturers as to the fram-
ing of previous tariff laws. Apparently the authors of this
pending bill could have profited by consulting with practical
American manufacturers more freely and fully than they have
done. In other countries able rapresentative business men are
not only permitted to express their views as to the framing of
tariff laws, but are earnestly invited and urged to give the
Government the benefit of their thorough knowledge and ex-
perience. That is the practice in vogue in Germany, whose
methods of tariff making have so often been applauded as
worthy of the emulation of the United States. German tariff
commissions are made up jointly of certain representatives of
the Imperial Government and certain chosen representatives of
the great national industries.

Mr., WARREN. Mr. President, I do not know but that the
Senator has already stated this; but Mr. Forstmann, if I remem-
ber correctly, has manufactories to-day on both sides of the
water.

Mr. PENROSE. On both sides; that is correct.

Mr. WARREN. Both in Germany and in America.

Mr. PENROSH. Yes: I think I stated that,

Mr, WARREN, I did not eatch it.

Mr. PENROSE. It was in this capacity, as an expert repre-
senting the wool manufacture, that Mr. Forstmann sat on the
recent German tariff commission and aided in the framing of
the German tariff laws, designed, like the present American law,
to give native manufacturers a distinct preference in the home
market.

Mr. WARREN. May I interrupt the Senator right there?

Mr, PENROSE. Yes.

manu-
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Mr. WARREN. Germany formerly pursued about the same
course in regard to woolgrowing that this Nation has pursued ;

but when they made wool absolutely free they had 30,000,000

gheep, and now they have 7,000,000,

AMr. PENROSE. Our number of sheep will go down in the
same, if not greater, proportion within a year after the passage
of this bill.

THE TARIFF BOARD AXD ITS WORK.

A swift cooling of Democratic enthusiasm for a tariff com-

mission or a tariff board became manifest in the year 1911, when

" the report of the Tariff Board on the wool and woolen industry
was published. The board had devoted a year or more to the
study of this industry, and its report, therafore, was fuller
and more comprehensive than was the case with the other in-
dusiries examined. A great many exceedingly important facts
were officially established by the board—facts thoroughly well
known to those engaged in the woolen manufacture but un-
familiar to many of the public men of the country and to the
people as a whole.

In this report of the Tariff Board practically all of the main_

protectionist contentions in regard to the wool and woolen in-
dustry were formally substantiated. For one thing, the woolen
manufacture was proved to be a highly competitive Lmh_]stry
in which no trust*or combination existed or ever had existed
(pp. 14, 15). 'This gave the official quietus to a favorite plece
of campaign fiction. ¥

The Tariff Board found that the woolen mills of the United
States were numerous and large enough to produce all of the
woolen goods required by the American people. Even in the
worsted branch of the wool manufacture, the development of
which started late and was long retarded by unfavorable
Treasury rulings, the industry had been brought fully up to date.
On this point the Tariff Board report said (p. 15):

It is true that some years ago a greatly increased demand for
worsted fabrics, assisted by the high tariff on worsted goods and their
by-products, made the manufacture of such goods very profitable and
the investment alluring, but this led to a rapld increase of worsted
machinery in this country and the building of great modern mills In
raplid succession in various parts of the East. A very considerable
part of this increase was due to the influx of foreign capital and the

transfer of experienced cloth manufacturers from other countries. The

result has Leen a great increase in competition.

Besides nailing the delusion of a Woolen Trust the Tariff
Board report destroyed the partisan assertion that enormous
rates of duty, ranging from 150 to 250 per cent, in Schedule K
were avalled of by grasping American manufacturers. The
Tariff Board made a special investigation of this branch of the
gubject, and as a result declared that the prices of woolen fab-
ries that enter into popular use (p. 14) “are not increased by
the full amount of the duty.” The board made a collection of
representative samples of English woolen fabrics, matched them
with Ameriean-made cloths with which they were fairly com-
parable, and then ascertained thie mill prices of these fabrics in
America and England for the same date.

Exposing the assertion about the enormous duties, the board
discovered that while the nominal rates of duty on English
fabries entirvely excluded by the tarif would reach an ad
valorem figure of 150 or even 200 per cent (p. 14), the com-
parable American fabrics sold in the market at only from 60
to 80 per cent more than similar goods sold for abroad. The
board considered particularly 16 samples of foreign goods, none
of them imported, and found that though the nominal duties on
such fabrics equaled 184 per cent the price for which similar
American fabrics were selling exceeded the foreign price by
only about 67 per cent. * This,” significantly declared the Tariff
Board (p. 14), “is the result of domestic competition.” In
other words, in this much-attacked industry the prineiple of
Ameriean competition was fully effective toward a reduction in
thie price of goods, just as believers in protection had steadily
maintained from the time of Washington to the time of
McKinley.

WHY OUCR GOODS COST MORE.

Moreover, a large part of the 67 per cent excess of the Ameri-
can price over the foreign price of these comparable woolen
fabries was due not to any charges of the American manufac-
turers but to the higher prices which the manufacturers were
required to pay for their raw material because of the protective
duties against foreign wools. “ The manufacturer,” says the
Tariff Board (p. 15), * who imports his wool must pay the full
amount of the duty, and this means either additional working
capital or an additional interest charge to be paid. Wools
grown in the United States are increased in value by the duty,
but not by the full amount of the duty.”

Moreover, the cost of the producit of the American woolen
manufacturer is enhanced by the higher cost of erecting and
equipping American woolen mills—a cost 45 or 50 per cent
greater on the average than in England. The wool duty aver-

L——228

ages about 45 per cent. The cost of a mill, building and equip-
ment, as has just been said, is 45 or 50 per cent greater. Then
in the important item of labor the American manufacturer pays
from 100 to 200 per cent more than his foreign competitors.
And labor in the American woolen mills, as the Tariff Board
has ascertained and stated, is no more  efficient or productive
than the same kinds of labor in European mills equipped with
the same kinds of modern machinery. There is, of course, a
limit to the speed to which textile machinery can be run with-
out impairing the quality of the product, and this maximum
speed, the board found, had been reached in England as well
as here.

Even the unskilled labor of raw immigrants, the Tariff Board
demonstrated, received more money in American woolen mills
than the most skilled and experienced English, Scotch, and Irish
operatives in the woolen mills of the United Kingdom.

I have already had printed in the Recorp a table showing the
enormous difference in wages between England and the United
States. Skilled operatives in American weolen mills, according
to the figures gathered by agents of the Tariff Board, are paid
from two to four times as much for doing the same kind of work
as are skilled operatives of the same type on the other side of the
Atlantie. It is labor, therefore—almost entirely the higher cost
of labor—in one form or another that makes the price of woolen
fabrics measured by their cost of manufaciure higher in this
country than it is abroad.

TWICE THE COXYVEERSION COST.

A particularly careful inquiry info the cost of conversion of
yarns and fabrics was made by the Tariff Board in American
and English woolen mills, and as a result of this the board in
its report declared that—

Although there are wide variations in both countries from mill to
mill, the conversion cost for the same gunality and count of yarms in
the United States is about twice that ln%}ngland.

So as to woolen cloths and dress goods.
point states that (p. 17)—

The cost of turning yarn into eloth in the United States compared
with England is all the way from 60 per cent to 170 per cent higher,
acecording to the character of the fabrie. For a great variety of fabries,
the American conversion cost is from 100 to 150 per cent greater than
the English cost,

It should of course be understood that the fact that the
difference in the cost of manufacturing cloth is 100 per cent or
more does not mean 100 per cent of the market value of the
cloth. It does mean that the cost of spinning, weaving, and
finishing the cloth is 100 per cent greater. The laborers in
America get a great deal more money, but it does not follow
that the manufacturers receive a great deal higher profit than
is customary abroad. On the contrary, textile manufacturers
who have had experience both in America and in Europe have
often declared that the competition in this industry in this
country is far sharper and more persistent than it is in Europe,
and that mill dividends here, on the whole, are less than they
are abroad.

One interesting part of the inquiry of the Tariff Board dealt
with the manufacture of ready-made woolen clothing, an art
in which it is acknowledged that America leads all the world.
Agents of the board studied carefully the cost of production at
every stage of this industry. For example, they worked out
all the items in the manufacture of a good suit of all-worsted -
clothing made to sell at retail at $23 upward (pp. 18-22). It
took 3.6 vards of woolen cloth to make this suit, and for the
manufaciure of this cloth 9.7 pounds of Ohio wool were re-
quired.

All the woolen cloth in this suit was sold by the mil]l for
$4.78, out of which, «s the Tariff Board showed, there was a
profit of only 23 cents for the cloth manufacturer. The price
paid by the cleth manufacturer to the woolgrower for the 9.7
pounds of wool was $2.23, out of which, as *he Tariff Board
showed, the woolgrower’s profit was 68 cents.

If the tariff were reduced enough to efface the cloth manu-
facturer's profit of 23 cents and the woolgrower's profit of 63
cents, there would be a possible saving of 91 cents in the cost
of this typical suit of American-made clothing, for which $23 or
upward is paid to the retail clothing merchant by the man who
buys and wears the suit.

Free raw wool and the 35 per cent cloth duty, as embodied in
the pending Democratic tariff bill, would more than efface all
the 23-cent profit of the American cloth manufacturer and the
68-cent profit of “he American woolgrower besides. This would,
of course, in the long run, extinguish both branches of the in-
dustry unless the people who work in the American woolen mills
would accept wages approximately equal to those paid in an
English woolen mill, and the people who work on American
farms and ranches would accept wages equal to those paid in
Australia, Argentina, and South Africa. This Is what the radi-

The board on this
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cal Democratic tariff program ultimately comes to—it Is the
man whe works who pays the price.
THE LESSON OF EXPERIENCE.

The authors of this Demoeratic tariff bill are apparently blind
and deaf to all the preachings of experience. Less than 20
years ago a tariff measure, differing from the one now proposed
only in that it was markedly less extreme and more moderate
in its rates of reduction from existing duties, passed the House
and Senate in the second year of another Democratic adminis-
tration. Under that administration, and only in part, and in
small part, because of finaneial disturbances abroad, a terrible
disaster came upon all American industries.

One of the wisest and greatest of American statesmen at that |

time well said that the money cost of the Gorman-Wilson tariff,
the derangement which it brought to American business, and
the loss which it imposed upon American wage earners were
greater than the cost of a serious foreign war. Senator George
F. Hoar, of Massachusetts, in the debate upon the Gorman-
Wilson law, declared that the—
warfare is upon the savings bank, upon the life insurance, upon the
z:uman on the farm, and upon the workman in the mill. The alliance is
iween the spirit of sectionalism in the South and that spirit of the
North which never has known the impulse of a true natio ty.

These may seem severe words, but they were fully justified
by the aciual eonsequences of that fatal experiment in tariff for
revenue only, which wrecked the second administration of
President Cleveland and caused a desperate party, groping about
for another issue, to commit itself in 1896 to the guickly ex-
ploded notion of free silver coinage at 16 to 1.

The staggering results of the Gorman-Wilson tariff law are
sharply illustrated in the record of disaster wrought by it under
Schedule K, the woolen schedule, for which I have offered a safe
and moderate substitute for the extreme measure now again
before the Senate. It is sometimes urged, and doubtless in good
faith, by the enemies of the protective tariff system that the
business disaster of 18941897 in this country was largely due
to and simultaneous with severe financial depression in Great
Britain and on the Continent of Europe. But this theory, with
which our opponents seek to comfort themselves for the com-
plete breakdown of their legislation of mearly two decades ago,
is utterly demolished by the hard facts of record in the experi-
ence of the woolen manufacture under the Gorman-Wilson law,
which, indeed, is not unlike the experience of other great Ameri-
can industries.

Great Britain, our principal competitor in the woolen as well
as other trades, did not suffer from adversity, from financial or
any other causes, throughout the life of the Gorman-Wilson tar-
iff law. On the contrary, that earlier Democratic tariff which,
it should be borne in mind, was much higher and more nearly
protective than the radieal biil now proposed, conferred an im-
measurable boon upon the British woolen as well as other forms
of foreign manufacture. Under the Gorman-Wilson tariff, and
because of the Gorman-Wilson tariff, British woolen mills ex-
ulted in the greatest prosperity they had ever known.

WHAT THE GORMAN-WILSON LAW DID.

The Gorman-Wilson law made woolen cloths and dress goods
dutiable at 40 per cent if valued at 50 cents a pound and at 50
per cent if valued at more than that figure. The 50 per cent
rate was applicable to most of the imports, and it is to be com-
pared with the single 35 per cent rate imposed on cloths and
dress goods by the bill of the present majority of the Committee
on Finance. Like the bill now proposed, the Gorman-Wilson law
was throughout based in general on the ad valorem system of
levying duties. This of itself proved a most costly blunder, for
the ease with which fraudulent undervaluations were effected
reduced the 50 per cent rate in practice so heavily and con-
stantly that an enormous flood of foreign woolen fabries, in
large part of a cheap, shoddy, inferior character, poured into
the United States. As an expert observer of the workings ef
the Gorman-Wilson policy said at the time:

The reason why the exlsting tariff is working so dlsastrously to the
American wool manufacture may be stated In one sentence: It Is due
to the substituting of gurely ad valorem duties for the compound dutles
of previous laws. This change in the form of the duties been un-
fortunate in its effeets upon the domestie indnstntvh demoralizing to
:.}ha generalt trade of the country, and disastrous to the revenue of the

overnment.

The variations in the styles], grades, and costs of woolens are so multl-
farious and so constant that local appraisers, however honest and alert,
can not ascertain the costs with certainty or uniformity. Where the
disposition of the apgratser is to grant the importer an illicit advan-

the machinery of the law is unable to cope with th
standards are applied by diffe

2
iferent rent ufprmm at diffe
ports to the ascertainment ef the market value o

identical + the

amount of duties assessed varies widely in consequence, the eon-

ﬁduimlnnal requirement that all taxation shall be uniform becomes a
etter.

ed private eitizens to organize In self-
loy thefr own agents to trace undervalued gbods into the
below market

These conditions have compell
defense, to em%m
maritet, to gather the evidence that they are involeed

| to aid, urge, and demand that Government offici
lect themselves a

valoe, and foree It npon ihe consideration of appraising officers, and
als shall enforce the

w. The spectacie of private citizens organizing in this manner to pro-

inst the consequences of defective laws defectivel
administered is without a parallel in any eivilized government. (Bul-
letin National Association of Wool Manufacturers, 1506.)

And yet the leaders of the Democratic Party learned nothing
by those three years of bitter experience. They have again
brought out an ad valerem tariff bill, which differs from its
ill-fated predecessor of 1894 only in that its attacks upon Amer-
iean indusiries are more savage and extreme, ealculated to work
greater injury to American trade and to confer greater benefits
upon the trade of Europe.

ROBBING AMERICA TO ENRICH BUROPE.

The Gorman-Wilson law, with its radically reduced duties
and faulty ad valorem rates, closed at one time or another one-
half of the woolen mills in the United States and turned prac-
tieally one-half of the American woolen-goods market over to
European manufacturers. Terrible distress ensued in Amer-
iean manufacturing communities. Thousands of employees of
the idle mills were destitute dependents upon public charity.
Even though wages were reduced agnin and again American
woolen mills could not compete with the mills of Great Britain
or the Continent, where less than a dollar a day was high pay
for an able-bodied man in the textile tradesund 50 cents for a
skilled woman operative.

The National Association of Wool Manufacturers, In summing
up the actual experience of the industry under the Gorman-
‘Wilson tariff, said in 1806;

These two years, in which they have had unrestrained and unfettered
access to the wools of the world, have beem the most disastrous in
the history of American wool manufacture, not exeepting the col-
lapse that followed the close of the War of 1812 or the panic of
1837 or the nic of I857. These three occasions have heretofore
stood in men's minds for the werst that could hap?en. to this par-
ticular indust In consequenece of commereial panie or change in
economic Inw. em furnishes a standard by which to mens-
ure the extent of the present disaster. * * * All of the old stand-
ards were broken down. The volume of imports scon became ap-
pa.ll"i.ni * * ¢ [t was like the breaking loese of the Johnstown Reser-
voir—Iit swept everything before it.

That was the condition in the United States. At that same
period the British woolen manufaeturers and British journals
were hailing the Gorman-Wilson law as a great and glorious

| benefaction and were exultantly pointing to the high prosperity

that the new American tariff had brought to the rich mill own-
ers of the United Kingdom, in contrast with the paralysis and
suffering brought by the same law to the populous manufactur-
ing communities of the United States. The Bradford (York-
shire) Observer, in its annual review of the woolen trade for
1895, described the year as *the most extraordinary of the
waning century,” and attributed British prosperity chiefly to—

The more reasonable tariff adopted by the United States. * *» *
Not for years had such a thing happened as that a loom should stand
idle with a warp in it for want of somebody to attend to it. Hundreds
of households have been stranded because their maids of all work hava
thrown away the cap and print dress to don the weaver's harden skirt
once more,

At this same time thousands of looms in America were stand-
ing idle, and the skilled men and women who used to tend them
were driven to seek the help of charity. An article in the Lon-
don Times, written by a distingnished British manufacturer,
further emphasized the enormons benefit that had been con-
ferred upon the English woolen industry by the anthors of the
American Gorman-Wilson tariff law. This writer in the Times
said:

There is room for doubt whether outside the West Riding of York-
shire it is at all generally realized that the year 1805 witn a re-
vival in the worsted industry of such m e as to be a matter not
only for local but for national congratulation. After long years of de-
Eresnton, the varying, sometimes doubtless intermitted gloom of which

ad lately become lminfully intense, the great manufacturing distriet
of which Bradford is the center was visited last year by the full
shine of prosperity. Roughly speaking, the Wilson tariff, which came
into effective operation in the last month of 1894, In place of the
strangling system of duties associated with the name of MeKinley, re-
duced the customhouse char upon the pal products of the
Bradford district imported Into the States from 100 per cent of their
value to 5O per cent.

The Times went on to note with manifest gratification that
the value of worsted coatings imported from the Bradford mills
into the United States had increased * fully 600 per cent.”
Helmuth Schwartze & Co.'s annual report on wool at the same
time declared that—

the dominant factor In the past 12 months has been the recovery and

rapid development of the export trade of wool and woolens to the

gnntlit:'ﬂ Sta under the stimulating influence of free wool and reduced
o

Such quotations from British authorities might be multiplied
indefinitely to show the keen appreciatien of British manu-
facturers and editors for the anexampled generesity with which
the Democratic framers of the Gorman-Wilson law had erippled
and destroyed the industries of their own country in order that
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expectant British manufacturers might heap up larger dividends
and more easily support the honors and dignities with which
their sovereign was wont to reward successful business men.
Ruin and misery at home, prosperity, wealth, and luxury abroad
were the concrete results of the Gorman-Wilson tariff for
revenue only.

If such results followed the enactment of the Gorman-Wilson
law, the duties of which were in excess of those of the present
bill by a considerable percentage, what must we contemplate
to be the result under free wool and the still lower duties of the
pending bill when it shall become a law?

3 WORSE THAN THE GOBMAN-WILSON LAW.

Now another Democratic tariff bill is in the making, and
because of it another * full sunshine of prosperity " is about to
dazzle the mill-owning magnates of the British Isles at the
expense of thousands of wage earners in America, The pending
Democratic tariff measure goes far beyond the Gorman-Wilson
law in the Iavish subsidies which it bestows upon the manu-
facturers of Great Britain and the Continent. Here is a com-
parison of the rates of the pending bill and of the Gorman-
Wilson tariff on the principal products covered by the woolen
schedule—and the woolen schedule is fairly typical of all:

Present | gorman.
E';rmm bm“"}“ Wilson law.
; Percm.a Percmc.m
LT S el e S Y AR S SR SR AT R
Ynﬁm....A.“..“..........,......................... ..... 15 30 to 40
Cloths and dreas goods. .. .coicuiiiscaonsassszacnasnas Fegias 35 140 to 50

uros: of the imports under the Gorman-Wilson law actually paid the rate of 50
per cent.

Since the Gorman-Wilson era wages in American woolen mills
have advanced on the average about 30 or 40 per cent. There
lias been no corresponding increase in the wages paid to the
employees in the woolen mills of Great Britain; indeed, there
has scarcely been any appreciable increase in British wages at
all. Is it surprising that British manufacturers are urging their
public men and newspapers to avoid any congratulatory com-
ment on the pending tariff-revision measure until it has finally
passed both Iouses of Congress and received the signature of
the President? From the British standpoint this bill is almost
too good to be believed.

It actually carries many rates-of duty much lower and more
favorable to British interests than the New York importers rep-
resenting these foreign manufacturers darved to ask for in their
arguments and briefs presented to the Committee on Ways and
Means and to the Committee on Finance. This bill of the Demo-
eratic majority is distinctively a bill against America and for
Europe.

THE WOOL-CONTENT QUESTION,

Mr. President, T have here correspondence conducted between
the Secretary of the Treasury and myself when I was chair-
man of the Finance Committee during the last Congress, regard-
ing the difficulty and impracticability of making the specific
duties on manufactures of wool applicable to the wool con-
tained in such manufactures, and as it explains the matter very
fully and gives the opinion of the appraisers in Boston, Phila-
delphia, and New York, I ask to have it inserted in the IRREcorp
for the information of the Senate as part of my remarks.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, permis-
sion is granted.

The matter referred to is as follows:

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
Washington, July 12, 1912,
Hon. Boigs PEXROSE,
United States Senate.

My Drar SexaTor: I have Fm“ letter of July 11 In which you re-
uest that youw be furnished with the reports of the ag;mﬂsers and of
the Bureau of Standards with respect to the practicability of making
the specific duoty on manufactures of wool applicable to the wool con-
tained In such manufactures for the temporary use of tha members of
the Finance Committee, If consistent with the rules of the department.

I am very glad to forward these reports in accordance with your re-
quest. It is to be noted that some of the replles are limited to the
specifie .riluestion raised as to whether or not the amount of virgin wool
can be distinguished from shoddy, mungo, or flocks, and do not cover
tlllc {maln issne as to the ascertainment of the amount of wool as a
whole.

Will yon please have the reports returned to the department when
they shall bave served your purpose?
Yours, very truly, J. F. CCRTIS,

Asgistant Secrelary.
DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE AND LABOR,
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY,
Washington, June 15, 1912.
Sin: Replying further to your lefter of June 5, I am pleased to state
ureau of Standards can make analysis of the proportlion of

wool contained in union fabrics. This determination Is a comparatively
slmple laboratory analysis and can be made with a good degree of ac-
curacy. The Fosslbility of making determinations of wool in garments
is not so well assured. In the first place, it would involve injury to
the garments, unless they were furnished with projecting samples of the
fabric which could be removed for the purpose of analysis.

The determination of shoddy, mungo, and waste components can not
as yet be made with accuracy. The present methods available are not
entirely satisfactory to the Bureau of Standards and would require
further investigation before the bureau would be in a position to state
definitely that such analysis could be depended upon. It is a matter
which the Burean of Standards has had under consideration for some

e and upon which work is now in progress.

.e\u] (tiurt er assistance which the burean can render you will be gladly

supplied.
Respectfully, CHARLES EARL,

Acting Secretary.

The honorable the SECRETARY OF THE TREASURY.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
UxiTenp STaTES CUSTOMS SERVICE,
OFFICE OF THE APPRAISER OF MERCHANDISE,
. Port of New York, N. Y., June 6, 1012,
Hon. Jaues F. CorTis,
Assistant Becretary of the Treasury, Washington, D. C.

Bir : In reply to your letter dated June b, regarding the contemplated
tariff provision on wool and woolens, it would be impracticable, indeed
impossible, to ascertain the amount of virgin wool contained in cloth
or clothing. The shoddy, mungo, and waste components are intermixed
with the wool In the yarn in such a fashion as to make it practically
}m?tissihl!et ﬁo separate the same and determine the guality of virgin wool
n the cloth.

1 also call your attention to the fact that it would be impossible to
determine the quality of the virgin wool which has gone to make up
the cloth. Very different qualities of wool are used in making yarns
for cloths, which vary very considerably in value. These could not be
distinguished one from another with any reasonable accuracy.

Respectfully,
Fraxcis W. Birp, Appraiser.

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
UxITED STATES CUSTOMS BERVICE,
OFFICE OF APPRAISER OF AERCHANDISE,
Port of Boston, Mass., June 10, 1912,

The honorable the BECRETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D, C.

Bir : Replying to department letter 86689, dated the &Hth instant, re-
questing information, in connection with the contemplated revision of
the tarif on wool and woolens, as to the possibility of making the
specitic duty on manufactures of wool applicable only to the virgin
wool contained therein, I beg to report as follows:

For purposes of this report manufactures of wool may be separated
into three main divisions, viz, worsteds, woolens, and felts,

Worsted cloths are easily analyzed, for the reason that the yarns of
which they are composed sre made from long-staple wool, which has
been combed, thereby removing all the short fibers; and if both warp
and filling are of such yarns the weight of the fabrle, less the size and
dye contained thereim, Is the met weight of the virgin wool. If the
warps are of vegetable fibers, or in part of silik, introdoced to form
figures or strigee, the same are easily removed by chemical processes.

Woolen cloths are much more difficult to analyze, on account of the
vanIns length of the fibers, processes of manufacture, and mixture
with mungo, shoddy, or flocks. Many of the higher grades of woolen
fabrics are entirely of virgin wool, but on account of the fulling proc-
ess used during their manufacture the fibers are matted to a certain
extent, and the disintegration of the material by mechaniecal processes
would 80 destroy the condition of the original fibers that much of the
resultant product would seem to be shoddy.

Bhoddy is the best of the so-called artificial wools, being the wool
fiber recovered from worn but all-wool, long-staple materials, and
which has never been fulled, or, if so, oniy slightly. The length of the
fiber varies from one-half inch to 1% inches, according to the origi-
nal length of the staple In the fabric from which the shoddy is made.
Dyed shoddy can be detected from similarly dyved wools, for the reason
that the color of the former will betray the inferior article compared
to wool, since the rags or wasie previous to the redyeing had been
dyed different colors, and which will consequently influence the final
shade of color obtained from the redyeing accordingliy.

Mungo is produced by reducing to fiber pure woolen rags from cloth
heavily fulled, and the natural consequence of the strong resistance to
disintegration offered by felted fabries results in that short fibers about
one-fourth to three-fourths of an inch in length are obtalned.

Flocks is the resultant product of mechanically grinding woolen
materials or fibers, and has practically no lenIFth.

If, therefore, woolen fabrics have any of the foregoil ehoddy—
mungo, or flocks mixed with them—the mechanical separation of the
material would not show exactly the proper welght of the vlrlzln wool

Llseg on account of a great many of the original fibers having been
roken up.
Felts, from their manner of produnction, would be impossible to

separate into their component materials, and the determination of the
virgin wool contained therein would be the merest guesswork.

From the foregoing it would appear to be extremely difficult, if not
impossible, to accurately ascertain the welght of virgin wool in many
fabrics, and it wonld be absolutely impracticable to determine the wool

content of garments, wearing apparel, and made-up articles without
destroying the same,
Respectfully, W. T. Hopaes, Appraiser,

TREASURY DEPARTMENT,
UXITED S8TATES CUSTOMS SERVICE,
OFFICE OF THE APPRAISER OF MERCHAXDISE,
Port of Philadelphia, Pa., June 12, 1912,
The homorable the BECEETARY OF THE TREASURY,
Washington, D. C.

Sin: Referring to the communication of the department of June 5,
1912, concerning the feasibility of making the specific duty on manu-
factures of wool applicable onlf to the wool contained in such manu-
factures, I respectfully report that I have submitted the question to all
those in the office whose skill and experience entitle them to give an
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ex opinion on the question, and find that it s the comsensus of
opinion that it would mot be possible to determine, with any useful
degree of aceuracy, the amount and particularly class of wvirgin
wool in cloths and still less in ments or articles of wearing ap| 8

In the case of cloths made of worsted yarn, which is only wool with
no admixture of shoddy, mungo, or waste, it might be possible, though
certainly at a great expenditure of time and labor in each case to make a
working approximation of the amount and class of wool, but in the case
of cloths made of woolen yarns, which may and erally do contain
the baser componenis, any approximation that could be made, even after
mlustaklncﬁ examination and analysis, would be nothing but a mere
guess in which pmlmblr no two experts would agree.

This being true of cloths in the piece, it of course holds true a for-
tiori for made-up garments and wearing apparel and other articles.
Unless a part of the article could be taken for disintegration and analy-
gis, which In many cases would involve the practical destruction of the
sample selected, the amount and character of the contents could be
ascertained only by inspection, and all our experts are agreed that the
results so obtained would differ so wldel{}

that no reliance could be
placed on them for any practical or dutiable purpose, and would only
open the way to endless disputes and litigation.

Respectfull
e s F. P. VINCENT, Appraiser.

Mr. PENROSE. Mr. President, to sum up briefly, I have ex-
plained that the bill which I have offered as a substitute for the
wool and woolen schedule of the pending Democratic measure is
a revision from the standpoint of those who believe in the pro-
tective-tariff policy as the best policy for all the people of the
United States. The bill is in accord with the desire of the very
great majority, for only a minority of the voters at the late
election supported the party which declared for a tariff for
revenue only, while a great majority sustained the two political
parties, Republican and Progressive, whose platforms, although
differing in detail, both declared unequivocally for a tariff for
both revenue and protection.

The bill places a specific duty of 18 cents a pound on the clean
content of raw wool. The specific form of duty is preferred,
but doubts are entertained of the practicability of basing the
wool duty on the cleah content. The whole subject of the form
and the amount of the duty on wool might be advantageously
left open until a protectionist revision of the tariff is at hand.

I have quoted both from the Tariff Board report on wool
and woolens and from statements of the National Assoclation
of Wool Manufacturers to prove that specific duties on tops
and yarns were practicable—the method which has been
adopted in this bill. I have criticized in a friendly spirit
the bill of the Senator from Utah for a serious inconsistency
in that, while protecting the woolgrowers by a specific duoty,
the bill provides ad valorem duties for tops and yarns, a
discrimination against manufacturers not recommended by
the Tariff Board. I have explained that my bill places spe-
cific duties on tops and yarns and would have placed specific
duties on finished fabries also if the plan had not proved
impracticable. As an alternative the method suggested by the
Tariff Board of compound duties partly specific, partly ad va-
lorem, and graduated according to value has been embodied in
the bill

This proposed substitute makes considerable reductions from
the existing law. On doths, for example, the duties are re-
duced from 10 per cent of the present rate on the high-priced to
as much as approximately 125 per cent of the present rate of
duty on the lower-priced fabries. There are reductions on
blankets of the higher grades from 12 per cent fo 24 per cent,
and on the cheaper grades the present duties are almost cat in
half. Yarns show a reduction of from 8 per cent to 45 per cent
under different market conditions, and tops from 35 to more
than 50 per cent. These are real and substantial reductions,
but it is believed that the rates proposed will save woolgrowing
and wool manufacturing from serious injury.

The cost of conversion in the woolen manufacture is prae-
tically a constant quantity in popular-priced all-wool and part-
cotton fabrics. An ad valorem duty sufiicient for one class of
goods would not be suflicient for another. Customs officers can
discriminate between wool and cotton in fabries, but can not
distinguish between new wool and shoddy. Therefore the pro-
posals in the certain other bills offered by Republicans as a
substitute for Schedule K would, in effect, discriminate against
honest cotton-warp fabries with a pure-wool weft in favor of
cheap shoddy fabrics. The Tariff Board report shows that
there are nearly three times as many rag-grinding machines in
the United Kingdom as there are in the United States. More-
over, 200,000,000 pounds of shoddy are used every year by wool
manufacturers in Great DBritain as against 80,000,000 pounds
in the United States. The admission of foreign fabrics at
reduced rates would degrade the woolen clothing of the Amer-
ican people, as happened under the Gorman-Wilson tariff law,
and would force American manufacturers, who use shoddy
sparingly, to use a great deal of it in order to be on an eguality
with their foreign competitors.

The Tariff Board report shows that its careful inquiry has
formally substantiated practically all the chief protectionist

contentions regarding the woolen industry; that the tariff is
not added to the price and paid in full by the consumer: that
competition keeps down Ameriean prices; that Ameriean goods
cost more because of the higher cost of labor, mill bulldings,
and equipment and supplies and materials: and that onskilled
immigrants in the woolen mills of the United States are paid
wages as high as those earned by the most skilled and experi-
enced English, Scoteh, and Irish immigrants in the woolen mills
of the United Kingdom.

The Tariff Board report gives an analysis of a typical ready-
made suit of wool clothing made to sell at retail at $23 and up-
ward, the entire cost of the woolen cloth in which was $4.78 and
the entire cost of the raw wool $2.23, the profit of the wool
manufacturer on the wool required to make this suit being 23
cents and the profit of the grower of the wool that entered into
it being 68 cents.

The experience of the American wool manufacturer under the
Gorman-Wilson Democratic tariff of 18041807 has been re-
ferred to. Under this tariff one-half of the American market
for woolen goods was monopolized by forelgn manufacturers,
and at one time or another one-half of the American woolen
mills were idle and their employees were dependent on public
charity. The Bradford (Yorkshire) Observer and the London
Times describe this same period as the most prosperous which
English woolen manufacturers had ever known. Comparison
has been made of the rates on woolen goods in the Gorman-
Wilson law with those of the pending Democratic bill, showing
that the duty on tops, which in 1894-1807 was 20 pér cent, is
only 5 per cent in the present bill; that the duty on yarns, which
was 30 to 40 per cent, is now only 15 per cent; and that the
duty on cloths and dress goods, which was from 40 to 50 per
cent, is now only 85 per cent in the proposed measure. Is it sur-
prising that British manufacturers are urging their public men
and newspapers to avoid any congratulatory comment on the
pending tariff-revision measure until it has finally passed both
Houses and received the signature of the President? From the
British standpoint this bill is almost too good to be believed. It
actually carries many rates of duty much lower and more favor-
able to British interests than the New York importers repre-
senting these foreign manufacturers dared to ask for in their
arguments and briefs presented to the Committee on Ways and
Means and to the Committee on Finance. This tariff bill of the
Democratic majority is distinctively a bill against America and
for Europe.

Mr. WARREN. Mr. President, I have listened with interest
to the recital of the feelings of our friends in the British Isles
to which the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose] has
alluded quite fully, and I ask to have read at the desk a short
article which was printed in the New York Press, relating to
the same subject.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, the
Secretary will read as requested.

The Secretary read as follows:

[From the New York Press.]

Let all Americans pray that when the new tariff is in operation there
;rill m:lt:t happen to us all the things the British are confident will
appen to us.

e have bern examining, for instance, a commercial eall to the Brié
ish in a flaming poster-pamphlet for the most part printed, appropri-
ately enouf;n. in vivid red ink. On the outside front page there Is an
invi cture of the Atlantic coast, with a high stone sea wall,
lbehlnii which our market hitherto has rested secure
nvasion.

But now the plcture shows the wall battered down in front of New
York Harbor and fleets of ®hips steaming In a continuous mass from
the British Isles across the Atlantic Ocean to the seizure of the richest
market in the world—the market of the United States. And, further,
to explain that illuminating picture there are under it these words:

*“'I'he cut in the tariff wall is bringing British manufacturers on the
run,

Here is some more of the Dritish advertiscment :

“A cut in the tariff on imported goods of 100,000,000 people who
have the largest spending Eower per capita of any nation in the world
is making John Bull get busy.”
of encouraging dilatory British manufacturers and mer-
chants to join those already l.ms!y with their plans to ficod our mar-
kets, the advertising eircular explains more in detail :

“ John Bull has always loved the Ameriean markets.

“A hondred millions of le who have the largest spending power

er capita of any nation in the world, speaking the same language as

gln own, governed by similar laws and customs, employ similar trad-

ing, transportation, and advertising systems, appeal to him as provid-

ln.i the happiest huutit:F ground for trade the world has to offer him.
He has always assiduously cultivated it, in spite of high protective

tariff designed to keep him and others out. Witness a few figures:

Total value of imports from the United Kingdom to the United States
during the past five years.

commereial

In the wa

1908 $100, 355, 475
1909 208, 612, 768
1910 271, 029, 772
1911 261, 289, 106
1912 —— 272,940, T00

“ Note the steady incrense—excepting the falling away in 1011—an
increase of $82.,5 d"’:‘.2-35 in five years.
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“ This enormons increase has been achieved under the existing tariff,
What will be the figures under the new tariff, which reduces the duties
on many articles and makes a breach in the tarif wall of which scores
of Brltl’éh manufscturers are at this moment preparing to take advan-
tage? Every boat I8 bringing British merchants over to survey the fleld
and make arrangements for marketlngl thelr

“ Do you want to share in this coming trade? Do you want to share
in this ‘expenditure of British money?”

Thus we see that in the expectation of our British kinsmen this coun-
try, with its flourishing Industries, is to be, in the way of sport, a h.apgy
hunting ground for our always sport-loving cousins across the sea. In
the way of a feast after the sport it is to be fish, fowl, and meat—
everything from oysters to plum pudding.

Yes: that is the feast the British appear to cxpect us to be for them.
But they ought not to permit thelr joy of anticlpation to be too immod-
erate. They ought to temper thelr chop-licking jubilation with the
thought that, if we are to be such easy me for them, then before
they pick the last bone of the feast we make for them, those of us not
yet devonred shall rebuild that wall and put the revelers outside of it,
as once before we did when they came In droves to gorge on the home
markets of the United States.

Mr, PENROSE. Mr. President, I have been greatly interested
in the clipping which the Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WARREN]
has had read to the Senate, and, bearing on the same subject, I
should like to ask the Secretary to read quite a remarkable ex-
tract from the Evening Call, of Woonsocket, R. I., published
on July 29, 1913, being an interview with a gentleman who is
not known to me but may be known to the Senator from Rhode
Island [Mr. LarprTT].

Mr. STONE. Does the Senator desire to have the two col-
umns he heolds in his hand read?

Mr. PENROSE. I should like to have them read for the in-
struetion of the Senator from Missouri. I am afraid he would
not read the article if it were merely printed in the RECORD.

Mr. STGNE. I will neither read it nor hear it read.

Mr. PENROSIE, Then, I will read it myself.

Mr. STONE. It is an absolute waste of time.

Mr. PENROSE. I regret to see that the Senator from Mis-
souri feels that the dissemination of knowledge is a waste of
time. The article is as follows:

Louis Le Poutre, of Moubalx, France, the controlling owner of the
Lafayette Worsted Co., of Woonsocket, makers of yarn, is here on a
brief business trip. The Le Poutre interests, besides owning the Woon-
gocket plant mentioned, which employs 600 to 800 operatives, employ
over 3, people in the big mills at Roubaix, and, in addition, have
large plants in Germany. When he discussed the present tariff situa-
tion, Mr, Le Poutre did not hesitate to say that i{f the tarilf is reduced
as at present contemplated by President Wilson and Demoeratic leaders
at Washington, he and other Eumgean manufaeturcrs will flood the
United Btates market with goods made much cheaper than similar goods
here, owing to the low labor costs in Europe.

I am not surprised that the Senator from Missouri does not
care to have facts of this character read in the open Senate.
The article continues:

Concerns like those controlled by the Le Poutre interests, and which
have plants in America and also in Europe, will, he says, be obliged to
shut down their mills in this countrE, largely increase the outputs of
their Kuropean factories, and flood the markets here with goods made
across the water and landed here cheaper than they can be made here.
He says that the United States i{s being laughed at in Europe because
of the present plan to demolish large sections of the tarlff wall—

I may say in this connection, Mr. President, that we have be-
come a laughingstock in other matters in a recent period—

and says there is great rejoicings in France, Belgium, Germany, and
En{.'l[and among mill operatives as well as manufacturers.

Mr. Le Poutre sald that men who manufacture both here and abroad
are satisfled that the new dutics will greatly hurt the worsted manufac-
turing in the United States, leaving the woolen and worsted mills in
this count?' only 8 chance for the production of coarse cloths,

Mr, Le Poutre was asked by a reporter of The Evening Call: /

* What will be the effect of the tariff of 20 per cent on woolen yarns
and 35 per cent on woolen cloths? "

“ The woolen industry has considerably expanded in this country,” he
replied, * especially during the Fast 15 years. We can say that, so far
as spinning and also weaving of the wool are concern the workman-
ship Is as good here as in any other country, and the labor is as
capable, excepting perhaps in the finer numbers and fine cloths.

*The average general cost annually and the cost of labor in this
country are double those in Europe. This question has been greatly
debated and generally admitted.

*“ If they want to establish a tarilf doty by taking as the basls the
maintenange of present wages paid here, I contend that 20 per cent
duty on yarns is insufiicient, excepting for the coarser yarns, for which
the labor is mot so jmportant. As an example, we can purchase the
two-fiftles French syStem, which is a standard number everywhere, at
71 cents in France and Germany. By addlng 14 per cent for the 20 per
cent duty and 4 cents for transportation and commissions, we find that
it will cost 89 cents., The present price in the market here, reduced
already because of the fear of the future, is 99 cents—a difference
against America of at lcast 10 cents [l)er pound.

“ It can rpadlt‘y be geen that we will not be snfﬂc]enﬂg protected with
the proposed tariff, and that it is not a duty simply of 20 per cent that
iz npecessary, but a scale of duties that would grotect the fine yarns
which cost more here to produce. It would be about the same for the
fine cloth that necessitates almost proportionately fine workmanship.

‘ We must not forget that Europe has a woolen industry that is very
great and that could be extended to elothe some 10,000, more people
at hn.rdlly no increase in size of plants.

* 1 belleve myself to be well informed and sufficiently independent in
the question, even if I
one on much lar

am a manufacturer in this country; I am also
r scale in France and Germany; and I have hopes of
reimbursing in those countries a part of the losses that 1 might suffer
here because of the mew tariff,

“The American manufacturer has not this udvantagg. We are to
make a terrible jump from one extremity to the other. Those who are,
like myself, so situated that they manufacture both here and abroad are
convinced that the new duties would kill the worsted industry here, leav-
ing only a chance for the production of coarse cloths, with only a frae-
tion of the help employed. That is my oplnion, and I submit it with all
sincerity.” ¥

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr.”President, I do not intend to undertake
an extended discussion of the subject of weol and the woolen
tariff. It is a subjebt that has been discussed very largely in
the past in all of its general phases, and I do not feel that it is
necessary to discuss it in detail at this time. The brilliant and
exhaustive exposition of the subject which has just been made
by the Senator from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexnosg] is an addi-
tional reason for not now attempting to cover the whole ground.
I do, however, want to consider two particular branches of the
subject, which have been considered in the remarks of the Sena-
tor from Pennsylvania and previously, I think, in the remarks
that have been made here by the Senator from Utah [Mr
Sumoor]. I desire to add my evidence, such as it may be, as a
gort of cumulative testimony as to these particular branches of
the subject. Another reason for considering them is berause
there is a disagreement between the dominant party In the two
branches of Congress as to the treatment which they should
have. I refer particularly to the duties that are proposed for
tops and for flannels,

In paragraph 295 combed wool or tops is given a duty, as
the bill came from the other House, of 15 per cent, and the duty
has been changed, as the bill now appears in the Senate, to 5
per cent, a reduction of two-thirds of the duty. I want to con-
sider the reasons for that and the effect of it, not particularly
as it applies to the woolen manufacturer, for I think his in-
terest in the matter, while considerable, is small as compared
with the interest which the woolgrower has in ift. Therefore
the remarks that I am about to make are more particularly in-
tended to show the effect that the proposed reduction will have
upon the fortunes of the men growing wool, for, if I understand
the situation aright, it is equivalent not merely to putting wool
upon the free list, but to offering a bounty of in the neighbor-
hood of 3 cents a pound for the importation of foreign wool as
against the use of the domestic article.

I desire to consider, therefore, with reference to this point,
the cost of making tops in this counfry, in the first place, as it
is shown in the Tariff Board’s report. That particular feature
in the Tariff Board report is considered principally on pages
640 to 644. It is also considered in somewhat less detail in
other parts of the report. In all the places where it is con-
sidered the evidence which the Tariff Board give is so indefinite
and so general in its character that while we can obtain much
useful information from it, we can not, without some additions
to I:;hat is set forth there, use it as a complete exposition of the
subject.

They give, on page 643, a table which is the nearest to a com-
plete statement of the subject that I can find in any part of the
report. It applies to the making of fine tops by what is known
as the French system, as distinguished from the English system.

I presume most of the Senators here understand what a top
is, although, in spite of all the discussion that has occurred in
regard to it, only a few days ago one of the Members of this
body asked me what a top really was. I will say, therefore, if
there are any others in the same mental condition, that in torn-
ing a raw material into yarn there are four processes which are
alike in their principle and purpose as applied to all the mate-
rials of which yarns are spun. Whether the article to be spun
is cotton or flax or silk or wool it is necessary, in the first
place, to clean it; in the second place, to lay the fibers paral-
lel; in the third place, to reduce it from the bulk in which it
appears in the market to the size that it is desired to appear in
the yarn; and, in the fourth pace, simply to twist it. That is
all there is in the process of making textile yarns for the
manufacture of cloth.

In the case of wool the top represents the product of the
second of these processes. To make wool and turn-it into a
top it first has to be cleaned, or scoured, as it is called, sorted
to remove the inferior parts of the growth of the animal, and
then it is put through sometimes a eard and sometimes a comb
for the purpose of laying the fibers parallel to each other.
Combing is the more perfect method of accomplishing this re-
sult, and is naturally more expensive than the less perfect
form of doing it, which is represented by carding. The process
is very much the same as the process by which one combs his
hair. It is simply drawing some teeth through the wool, or
drawing the wool by the teeth, to lay the fibers side by side.

The resultant article in the case of wool, for some unknown
reason—for the origin of the name, so far as I can find out,
is lost in obscurity—is called, technically, in the trade a top.
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Coming back to the table upon page 643 of the Tariff Board
report, to consider what it costs in this country to make a top
by the processes which are considered in the table, we find
that the costs in four different cases ran from 7.25 cents a
pound to 7.32 cents a pound—not a great difference. But those
figures do not represent the costs of all the processes necessary
for turning wool into tops, and they do not represent all the
conditions to-day.

A year ago, when this report first came out, I spent a very
considerable amount of time in trying to satisfy myself as to
what the board really reported the cost of a top to be. I found
it was necessary to add to this table something for the cost
of sorting, something for the interest upon the difference in
the cost of a plant in this country and in Europe—because in
another part of the report the board shows that that difference
is about 60 per cent—something for the cost of storing and
handling the raw wool and for the interest and storage charges
of holding it and carrying it, something for the actual condi-
tions under which a mill operates, and something for the in-
crease in wages that has occurred since the report was made.
The figure of T} cents a pound is a theoretical figure based upon
the costs that the Tariff Board obtained, but edited to show
the cost of a mill running full time. The woolen business is of
such a character that it very seldom happens that a mill does
run full time, and actual costs can not be taken on that theo-
retical supposition. The board itself makes a very elaborate
exposition of this subject on a previous page, where it shows
that the difference in cost that may result between a mill that
runs full time and one that runs only a part of that time is,
in some cases, as great as the difference between 3.24 cents a
pound and 10.85 cents a pound. Those are very extreme cases,
howerver, the lowest cost being in the case of a mill that ran
overtime—more than full time—and the highest cost being in
the case of a mill that ran very much less than full time,

Making the proper additions to the cost which the board gave,
T1 cents a pound, I came to the conclusion that the Tariff Board
report showed that for the kind of top that was there being
considered it cost 10.91 cents a pound.

I then took occasion to ask a gentleman in Philadelphia,
Mr. Walter Erbin, of the firm of Harding & Erbin, if he would
make an examination of this subject, based upon the same
Tariff Board table I had used, for the purpose of seeing how his
results would compare with mine. In every industry like woolen
manufacturing there are certain men who become recognized
among their fellow craftsmen as experts in certain directions.
The very remarkdble mathematical mind of Mr. Erbin has
made him recognized throughout the trade as an expert in the
statistics of woolen manufacturing. He made a most exhaustive
and elaborate calculation from the various statements that were
made in the report upon the same subject. He considered the
figures in three different ways, and as a result of that he re-
ported to me that under one method of figuring the cost of mak-
ing a top was 10.47 cents a pound, under another method it was
11.51 cents a pound, and under a third it was 12.3 cents a pound.
He further gave me a very exhaustive statement of the cost of
doing the same thing in his own mill, which showed that his
cost was 11.33 cents a pound.

I also asked some other friends of mine in New England—and
this was all done without knowledge on their part of the costs
of the other people—if they would make me a report upon the
same subject. The firm ¢f Hill & Nichols, well known as deal-
ers in and manufacturers of tops, said they considered it cost
13.12 cents, and the firm of Brown & Adams said it cost 12.97
cents.

The average of all these seven costs, taken in different ways
and by different people, shows that the cost of that kind of a top
is 11.80 cents a pound,

We now have to consider what we know in regard to the cost
of tops abroad, as represented by the Tariff Board report. The
figures there are very indefinite, as would be naturally expected,
and more so than the figures in regard to the American cost.
The best’ exposition of the foreign cost is in a table given on
page G44, where they show that the cost per pound in a mill on
the Continent varied from 3.75 cents a pound to 4.45 cents a
pound. But they say that in considering these figures it must
be remembered that the mill was not running at its full
capacity.

In other words, they have presented the cost of an American
mill theoretically based upon its point of maximum efliciency ;
but they have given us the cost of a foreign mill admittedly
based upon a point which is one of inefficiency. So it is mani-
fest that that mill, on the same basis that they have used for
the American cost, must have been able under similar condi-
tions to make a wool top for a cost even lower than the figures
they present. The lowest figures are 3.75 cents a pound. They

do not include the other items, which, in order to arrive at a
complete cost, I have been compelled to add to the table of
American cost. So, after all, we are not left in a very well-
informed condition of mind, so far as the mere figures go.

But the Tariff Board give additional testimony, in a way,
because they repeatedly say in different forms that wool comb-
ing can be done abroad for substantially one-half what it can
be done for in America. On page 642 they say that English
combers state:

We can do for a penny a pound what costs the Americans twopence.

And the board go on to say:

Actual figures seem to indicate the truth of this.

Again, at the bottom of page 644, the board say :

Actual records show that tops can under certain circumstances be
made abroad at about one-half the American cost.

They also say (p. 641) :

It will be seen that the lowest charge in the United States (for
commission combing) 1= about double the lowest charge in England.

The figures of 3.75 cents a pound which I have quoted for
the continental cost as compared with 7.25 cents that the board
presents as the figures for the corresponding part of the Ameri-
can cost show that that cost is about one-half the American
cost.

It seems to me, therefore, that we can assume that the Tariff
Board reports the foreign cost to be one-half the American cost,
although the board, after saying in various ways that it is
one-half, go on then to say as the summing up that they think
it is eight-tenths of the American cost.

We therefore have this proposition as I have arrived at it
from my consideration of the matter: That it costs in this coun-
try 11.8 cents a pound to produce tops; that it costs abroad one-
half of that, which is 5.9 cents a pound, or substantially 6
cents; and that the amount of protection that would have to be
given to American tops to put them on a parity with foreign
tops would be equivalent to 6 cents a pound.

My idea of the proper way to make a duty of that kind is to
make the duty 6 cents a pound. But the duty that has been pro-
posed is an ad valorem duty of 5 per cent so far as the Sen-
ate is concerned and of 15 per cent so far as the House is
concerned.

We therefore, to complete our examination of this subject.
have to consider what a duty of O per cent and 15 per cent
would amount to. There are complete tables published and
frequently distribuied among the woolen trade which show the
selling price of tops abroad for a great many years back.
Taking No. 60 quality, which the Senate will understand is the
English name for a quality that is suitable for spinning a
No. 60 yarn, we find that the lowest price for that in recent
years was 33 cents a pound in Mareh, 1901, and 59 cents a
pound in October, 1907, although it also sold in the spring of
this year at substantially the same price.

Five per cent duty upon the selling price of 33 cents a pound
would be 1.65 cents. On the high price of 5D wents a pound
it would give a duty of 295 cents; and on the average of
these two prices it would give a duty of 2.3 cents a pound.
In other words, we find that the duty on this average of the
selling price abroad of No. 60 tops would be 2.3 cents a pound,
and the difference in the cost between the two is 6 cents a
pound.

Let me go on. On a 15 per cent duty figured on the same
prices the duty on the low price would be 4.95 cents a pound:
on the high price, 885 cents a pound, which wonld be full
protection and a little more; and the average would be 6.9
cents a pound. In other words, taking that grade of top. we
find that the duty at 5 cents a pound is less than half of the
protection that would be required to put the two articles on a
parity here and abroad, and that a duty of 15 cents a pound,
as proposed by the House, would be protective and give a
margin of nine-tenths of a cent a pound on the average of the
extreme selling prices, but would be 1.05 cents less than pro-
tective on the low foreign price. »

Considering further the way it would apply to No. 56 quality,
which is a little lower quality, we find that the high price is
53 cents, in June, 1906, and the low price is 31 cents, in July,
1901, and that the average of these prices is 42 cents a pound.
Five per cent duty on the low price would be 1.55 cents a pound,
and on the high price 2.65 cents a pound, and on the average
price 210 cents a pound, showing that on that quality where
the duties required for an equalization of cost purposes would
be 6 cents a pound it is in reality only one-third that.

At a 15 per cent duty it would be 7.95 cents at the high price
of the top, 4.65 cents at the low price, and 6.3 cents at the
average price. In other words, on a 56 quality with the Senate
cominittee duty there would be 4 cents a pound inducement
to importation, and at the House duty of 15 per cent the for-
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elgn and domestic cost would be on a parity with a margin
of safety of three-tenths of a cent a pound on the average
foreign price.

Assuming that my exposition of the subject is correct and
thnt the costs are sobstantially as I have stated them, the
thing 1 want to call attention te is that this is not so much a
subject of interest to the manufacturer as it is of interest to
the woolgrowers.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Montana?

Mr. LIPPITT. With pleasure.

Mr. WALSH. Before the Senator passes to the considera-
tion of that portion of his argument, I should like to inguire
of him why it is that these tops can be manufactured cheaper
in l‘ug,]rmd than they can be manufactured here.

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr. President, that has been so offen ex-
plained that it scarcely seems necessary to say anything further
in regard to it. ©Of course it is due to the difference in labor
cost and the difference in the cost of the plant and to other
similar reasons.

Mr. WALSH. Tet us take the labor cost. T suppose that
constitutes the chief difference. Will the Senator kindly tell
us what is the labor cost to manufacture tops in this country?

Mr. LIPPITT. I have given a very careful statement of the
methods by which I arrived at my conelusion.

My, WALSH. I followed that carefully.

My, LIPPITT. And the basis for the conclusion is the fig-

ures in the Tariff Board report. I would prefer, if the Senator

wants {o have that question answered, that he would himself
o to the tables, where he can find it in great detail.

Mr. WALSII. I find given there 2.68 cents per pound as the
labor cost of producing a pound of tops. If the total labor cost
of producing a pound of tops in this country is 2.68 cents, as
given by the Tarifif Board, it would occur to me, assuming that
laber is one-half as expensive in England as it is here, that the
difference in the labor cost.can not exceed a cent and a half a
pound. Am I correct in the conclusion?

Mr. LIPPITT. If the Senator's premises are correct, his con-
clusion is correct; but his premises are not correct, because in
the table which I have been considering the labor costs were
in reality about 4.27 cenis a pound at the time that table was
made up. Since then there has been an increase in the cost of
labor in New England, which adds forty-iwo one-hundredths of
a cent a pound to the labor cost of that article.

I do not care to go into a discussion of these labor costs at
this time. I do not want to detain the Senate any longer than
is necessary. It is a subject that has been so exhaustively
discussed from every phase of it that I do not eare to undertake
it in connection with this part of my address.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, I do not wish to enter into
the discussion, but I had an expert examine the Tariff Board
report and give me the cost of producing tops in Germany and
England. Iie advised me that the common charge in Germany
for making high-grade Australian tops is 4.86 cents per pound,
and that the cost in a representative German mill on Australian
G0s was 3.45 cenls per pound, including interest, The commis-
sion charges on high-grade fops run from 55 to 65 per cent
higher than in Gemmany. A fair statement of the cost of mak-
ing tops in the United States is about 80 per cent greater than
in Europe. In 1912 the import value of tops was T1.2 cents per
pound. 3

Mr. LIPPITT. It does not cost 71 cents a pound to make
tops.

Mr. SIMMONS. I am not talking about the cost; I am talk-
ing about the value. In 1912 the import value of tops was
71.2 cents per pound. According to the above——

My, LIPPITT. What tops were those? Will the Senator
kindly state the kind of tops and at what duty?

Mr. SIMMONS. 1In 1912, the import price.

AMr, LIPPITT. What kind of tops?

"Mr. SIMMONS. He does not state. I assume that he was
referring fo the same kind that he spoke of in connection with
the cost of making tops,

Mr, LIPPITT. Of course that is a very imporiant matter.
The instant we come to a discussion of the cost of tops——

Mr. SIMMONS. Will the Senator allow me to finish the state-
ment? According to the above, it costs 3.45 cents to make tops
in Europe and 621 cenfs in the United States. The difference
is 290 cents, or a little less than 4 per cent of the import price
per pound,

My, LIPPITT. Mr. President, T would like to say, in regard
to the statement the Senator makes——

Mr. SIMMONS. The bill allows 5 per cent.

Mr. LIPPTITT. I would like to say, in rezard to that state-
ment, that the Senator starts off by saying that his expert does
not include in his statement all the cost of making tops. It is
so common to talk of the cost of making tops as representing
merely the cost of taking sorted and scoured wool and putting
it through a mill and figuring that the cost of getting it from
one end to the other of the combing process, as regards labor
and supplies, is the total cost of tMat top. As I have been ex-
plaining for half an hour, and longer than I had intended to
tnke in the matter, that does not represent the cost of tops.
We must have the complete and the entire cost. I have given
the basis of my figures. I will only gay that I gave them as
careful examination as it was possible for me to do. Although
I am not a woeclen manufacturer, and never have been, I am
so thoroughly accustomed to the methods of making figures of
this kind that I think I was fairly well qualified to do it.

I had those figures checked by a number of independent and
skilifnl manufacturers, whose result corresponded fairly with
mine. I will admit to the Senator from \'orth Carolina that
there are tops that can be made——

AMr. SIMMONS. If the Senator will pardon me—

Mr. LIPPITT. If the Senator will wait until I finish my
sentence.

Mr. SIMMONS. Saurely.

Mr. LIPPITT. I was going to say to the Senator from North
Carolina that there are classes and kinds of tops that can be
made for a lower fizure than those with which I have been
dealing, but he propoeses to enact one uniform duaty for all classes
of tops, whether their cost is low or high. Therefore, in con-
sidering its effect wpon imporiations we ecan not confine our
consideration to a class of tops that is of low cost, because the
duty is the same upon tops that are of high cost. Importa-
tions are not made upon averages of cost. They are not made
upon that proportion of the article which is most fully pro-
tected by the duty. They are always made upon that propor-
tion of the article which is least protected by the duty.

I will go so far along the line of argument that the Senntor
from North Carolina is pursming as to say that I will agree
with him that there are some classes of tops that in all proba-
bility under a 5 per cent duty it wounld not be profitable to
import so long as any part of our combing machinery in this
couniry is in active opesration. I must insist that there are a
very large class of tops the domestic cost of which wounld be
so mueh lower than the cost of importation under this 5 per
cent duty that there would inevitably be larger importations.

Mr. WARREN. May I ask the Senator a question?

Mr. LIPPITT. I yield to the Senator from Wyoming.

Mr. WARREN. In that case the manufacturer desiring ma-
terial from abroad would naturally buy tops instead of wool,
nnless the price of the domestic wool was enongh lower than
the foreign wool laid down here to make up the difference.

Mr. LIPPITT. I was going on, if I had not been interrupted,
to make a statement in regard to that subject.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. LIPPITT. I yield to the Senator from Utah. .

Mr. SMOOT. I merely wanted to refer to the figures quoted
by the Senator from Montana as to the labor cost per pound of
tops in the United States. He quoted from the Tariff Board
report, at page 642. The cost was for sorting, scouring, carding,
combing, and the miscellaneous outside labor. It is true that
the report gives the cost at 0.0268 per pound, but the report
calls particnlar attention to the kind of tops, because it is made
flt;om quarter bloods, and a guarter blood is a very low-grade
sheep.

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr. President, the inference that I was
going en to draw from my analysis——

Mr. SIMMONS., Will the Senator pardon me just a moment?

Mr. LIPPITT. I do not want to decline and, of course, I
will not decline to yield to the Senator from North Carolina,
but what I want to say is that I am well aware that a dis-
cussion of the details of the cost of tops and of the various
forms of tops themselves might be undertaken here which
would last two or three hours.

Mr. STONE. Then, Mr. President, I hope Senators on this
side will not indulge in it.

Mr. LIPPITT. I know the disinclination of the Senator from
Missouri to take up time,

Mr. SIMAMONS. I shall not take more than a minute of the
Senator’'s time.

Mr. LIPPITT. May I complete my statement before I yield
to the Senator?

Mr. SIMMONS. Certainly.

Mr. LIPPITT. What I am trying to do is to put on record
for his consideration when this bill comes to conference what I
personally think about this guestion of the cost of tops. I think
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that it will serve a much more useful purpose if we do not go
into an elaborate discussion of the subject, but for the Senator
to take my statements and give them some careful thought.
Nevertheless, if the Senator would like to pursue the subject
further I will yield to him,

AMr. SIMMONS. The Senator understands that I am not
interrupting him in a controversial spirit at all. I simply de-
sired to give some data that*has been furnished to me. If it is
not correct I would be very glad to have the Senator give us a
correct statement with reference to this data.

The Senator assumed a little while ago that I had not
selected any particular epunt for comparison. Upon examining
the memorandum I read from I find that it was based upon
Australian No. 60. The German cost of that grade of top made
of that wool was 3.45 cents, and the American cost, according
to the board’s report, 6.21 cents; and the price of the top—and
I assume the expert was speaking about that top—was 71 cents
a pound, making a difference of 2.76 cents against the Ameri-
can producer in the cost. Upon that basis the difference of T1
cents on the import price as stated would be only 4 per cent,
while this bill provides 5 per cent, I wish to call the Senator’s
attention to the fact that in the report for the year 1912 of the
unit value of tops the price is fixed at 81 cents a pound, which
is about 10 cents more than the price stated in this memo-
randum. Therefore the difference against the American would
not be so great as 4 per cent upon that basis of price.

Mr, LIPPITT. Mr. President, in reply to the remarks of the
Senator from North Carolina, as I gather from his figures of

the foreign cost they are taken from page 644, where there is |-

a table giving the lowest cost of the foreign mill as 8.75 cents
and the average of cost as 8.08 cents; and the report states
in connection with those costs that that mill was not running
full time. The board has gone into a very elaborate annlysis
of the difference in cost that occurs from a mill running full
time or running short time. To rely upon figures to show
foreign cost where the statement is distinctly made that it was
not the lowest foreign cost is what I have spent three—quarters
of an hour in trying to show is not a safe practice.

Now, to go on with my exposition of this subject, in addltlon
to the figures which I have given, showing that tops can be
imported at a duty of 5 per cent, I may say that under the
Wilson law of 1804 there was a duty of 20 per cent on tops,
and there was a material importation under that duty. The
fact which I am trying to make prominent in connection with
the fact that the importation of tops is possible is that that
is a matter of much greafer consequence to the grower of
wool than it is to the manufacturer of wool, because if in some
process between the point of buying wool and the spinning of
yarn there is a point where the article can be imported at a
preference over importing raw wool, you might just as well
offer an equivalent bounty to the manufacturer to buy that
foreign wool so far as the woolgrower is concerned.

I think that, so far as the manufacturer is concerned, if he
has a mill that is equipped with the preparatory machinery
up to the process of combing, or if his is a combing mill, which
is a condition that also prevails in this country—some mills
simply make combed tops for sale to those who are going to
spin them into yarn; some mills have the preparatory machin-
ery to make combed tops themselves and carry on all the
processes from the purchase of the wool to the ultimate deliv-
ery of the cloth—in either case if they have this preparatory
machinery it will, of vourse, be an injury to the manufacturer
to have to stop it; but if the man is a manufacturer of cloth,
a weaver of cloth, and he can buy foreign tops for 3 cents a
pound less, as I think can be done in some cases under the provi-
sion of this 5 per cent ad valorem, he will be 3 cents a pound
-better off than if he purchased the raw wool itself. That is the
phase of the subject which appeals to me as something that will
be of great interest to the gentlemen representing the agricultural
sections of this country. We have talked about free wool. A
5 per cent duty on tops is not free wool, but is a bounty-paid
wool so far as the grower is concerned.

In regard to the importation of tops, I simply want to offer
one further suggestion in regard to its possibilities, and that is
something which I found in the Daily Trade Record of August
13, 1912, referring to Australia. It says that the bonus granted
by the Federal Government on wool tops exported from Aus-
tralia amounts to 1} pence per pound, and that they are mostly
taken by Japan. One and one-half pence per pound bounty
paid by Australia for the purpose of establishing the top-making
industry there instead of merely exporting raw wool is equiva-
lent to 3 cents a pound; and that is equivalent to the total duty
that this bill proposes to place on a very large quantity of tops.
Any tops that are 60 cents per pound in cost at a 5 per cent duty
would have simply the same protection that 1% pence bounty

paid by the Australian Government would offset; and the pro-
ducer of the wool again is put not merely in the disadvantageous
position of being 3 cents a pound to the bad when there is 6
cents per pound difference in the cost of tops between here and
abroad, but he will also be in the disadvantageous position of
having the 3 cents a pound duty balanced by the payment of a
bounty by Australia.

Mr. SIMMONS. That is a bounty.
tax?

Mr. LIPPITT. It is not an export tax. It is a bounty that
applies to all countries. If Australia treats all countries alike,
there is nothing in this bill that would enable us to put a re-
talintory duty upon it.

Mr. SIMMONS. That was what I wanted to understand.

Mr, LIPPITT. I presumed that that was what the Senator
from North Carolina had in mind.

Mr. SIMMONS. I wanted to understand from the Senafor
whether Australia paid this bounty, as he ealls it, for the pro-
duction of the tops consumed in that country or whether it only
pays it on tops exported from that country.

Mr. LIPPITT. I will say to the Senator that, so far as I
know, there are no tops in Australia. Australia is not a manu-
facturing country. She is a producer of raw wool; but evi-
dently the Australlans are very anxious to establish an indus-
try of this kind there and, following the American practice,
which has been of such benefit to this country, they do what is
in effect putting a protective tariff on tops, and, it being an ex-
port article, that protection is in the form of a bounty.

Mr. SIMMONS. I understand that Australin is a great
producer of raw wool, and that it is not a manufacturing coun-
try; but I understood the Senator to say that they did comb it
and that they put a bounty on combed Australian wool. Did
I misunderstand the Senator?

Mr. LIPPITT. They put a bounty of a penny and a half
a pound upon combed Australian wool as an inducement for
them to export the wool in a combed condition instead of ex-
porting it rasw.

My, SIMMONS. That is exactly what I thought. Now, does
the Senator lose sight of the fact that under this bill, where
there is an export duty or bounty provided by a foreign coun-
try we add the amount of that duty or bounty to the tax?

Mr. LIPPITT. I do not lose sight of the fact that if a for-
eign country imposes an export duty—if that is what the Sen-
ator wants to get at—which applies to this country alone, then
the retaliatory provision of the pending bill would apply; hut
if a foreign country has an export tax or bounty applying to all
countries alike, the retaliatory provision in this bill wonld not
lie against that country. That is the distinction, as I under-
stand it. ~ .

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. LIPPITT. I yield to the Senator from Iowa.

Mr, CUMMINS. The Senator from Rhode Island began a
statement some time ago, and I think was diverted, so that he
did not complete it, at least he did not furnish the comparison
which I desired him to institute. He gave the high price of
tops of a certain character and the low price of tops during a
certain period. Would he give the Senate the high price of
scoured wool and the low price of scoured wool for the cor-
responding dates concerning which he gave us the prices of the
tops?

Mr. LIPPITT. I regret to be obliged to say that I have not
those statistics here. They are very easily obtained.

Mr. CUMMINS. I assumed that the statistics were before
the Senator, and I thought that it would be very interesting to
know the difference between the market value of scoured wool
of the kind from which the tops were made and the price of
tops. That would furnish us, I think, some fair guide as to
what it costs in that country to convert scoured wool into tops.

Mr., LIPPITT. Mr. President; I regret that I have not that
information at band. It is, however, information that is very
frequently published, and can be found in almost any of the
daily or weekly trade papers which particularly give informa-
tion with regard to the wool industry.

Mr. CUMMINS. I know, Mr. President, that that is true; and
I would not have interrupted the Senator had I not assumed
that he had before him the tables showing that comparison.

Mr, LIPPITT. Now, Mr. President, to take up the next topie
to which I want to call the attention of the Senate, paragraph
208, w?ieh provided, as the bill came from the IHouse, for a
duty of——

Lt{r. WALSH. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Rhode
Island yield to the Senator from Montana?

That is not an export
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Mr. WALSH. Before the Senator passes from the subject of
tons, I should like to ask him a question if it would not be
* particularly objectionable to him.

Mr. LIPPITT. Certainly; I yield to the Senator.

Mr. WALSH. I ask the question because we all recognize
how very familiar the Senator is with the textile industry. The
only purchasers of tops, of course, are the spinners of yarn.
That is the entire market, is it not?

Mr. LIPPITT. Yes, sir; so far as I know.

Mr. WALSH. The purchasers of tops may be engaged ex-
clusively in the spinning of yarn or they may spin yarn and
subsequently weave it into cloth. Chn the Senator tell us how
many establishments in this country are engaged in the manu-
facture of tops with a view to the selling of tops to yarn
spinners or weavers, and how many customers they have?

Mr. LIPPITT. I will say to the Senator that I can not give
him the exact information; but the manufacture of tops as a
finished article of the factory has been a branch of the industry
that has been continually and rapidly increasing of late years,
not merely here, but in all parts of the world where the manu-
facture of worsted cloth is carried on. There seems to be a
growing habit of differentiation—* specializing” perhaps would
be the better name for it. I can not give the Senator the exact
information in regard to the number of establishments, but
there is a considérable market in this country for tops.

Mr. WALSH. I got the impression from some testimony
given by Mr. William Whitman before one of the committees of
the Senate only a short while ago, that his mills, the Arlington
Mills, were the principal producer of tops for the market in this
country, the other great producer being the American Woolen
Co., and that they practically were the only companies manufac-
turing tops for the market. If that is the case, I should like to
hear from the Senator why——

Mr. LIPPITT. I hope the Senator will not go ahead with the
question, because it is founded upon the assumption that that is
the case. I will merely say for his information that that is
absolutely not the case.

Mr. WALSH. Then let me put the question in a different
way and ask the Senator why he should deny to the manufae-
turers of yarn, the spinners of yarn, in this country an oppor-
tunity to buy their tops abroad, rather than to buy them from
the manufacturers of tops in this country?

Mr. LIPPITT. I know of no better way to answer that ques-
tion than by saying that I am in favor of the protective policy.
If T were simply in favor of the protective policy as applied to
cloth, T naturally would be in favor of so arranging the duties
that the cloth manufacturer could have free trade up to the
point where he made his cloth and be protected afterwards; but
that is not my understanding of any proper application of tariff
duties, and, with a very few exceptions, it is not the disposition
of the cloth makers of this country themselves. The great bulk
of the manufacturers of wool recognize the propriety of the
same treatment of wool as is given to the manufactured article.

Now, Mr. President, if I may be allowed to go on with my
next topie—

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr, President, I am sure the Senator does
not waut any inaccurate statement of fact to go into the Rec-
orp, and I think the Senator made a statement a few moments
ago that is not accurate.

1 was not quite sure about it at the moment; but I have
looked the matter up. It is in reference to the bounty or ex-
port tax placed by Australia upon tops. While raw wool is
free under this bill, tops are dutiable, and the Senator is mis-
taken, I think——

Mr. LIPPITT. What is the number of the paragraph which
the Senator has in mind?

Mr, SIMMONS. Paragraph E, page 254, from which it ap-
pears that if any country imposes an export tax or gives a
bounty upon exportations from that country into this country,
then, under that paragraph, that bounty is added to the tariff
or tax imposed on its admission into this country. The pro-
vision does not apply, as the Senator seems to think, merely to
countries that charge an export tax as against this country
alone, but it applies to the exportations of all countries to this
country where a bounty is paid or an export tax is imposed.

Mr. LIPPITT. If the Senator is correct in his interpreta-
tion of that provision, of course it chan

Mr. SIMMONS. If there is any question about it, T will read
it into the Recorp, if it will not take too much of the Senator’s
time. I do mot think I can possibly be mistaken about the
meaning of it. The language is very plain, I think.

Mr. LIPPITT. I will confess to the Senator that it is so long
since I have read that passage that I am not able at the mo-
ment to contradict the statement of the Senator from North
Carolina. If he is correct, what I have said about the bounty

of Australia would not apply; if he is not correct, it would

apply.

Mr, SIMMONS, I am correct; and I will read it if the Sena-
tor desires. I merely call his attention to it now because I
was sure he did not want an incorrect statement to go into the
RECORD.

My, LIPPITT. I can only say that in my statement I had the
great authority of the Senator from Utah [Mr. Samoor], and I
thought I was correct,

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, when the Senator from Rhode
Island asked me if there was in the pending bill a provision
that wherever a foreign country granted a bounty on the ex-
portation of a manufactured article from that couniry the
amount of that bounty or export tax would be added to the
regular duty imposed on its admission to this country, I told
him that my understanding was that wherever there was a dis-
crimination against this country it would be added. For in-
stance, if Australia gave a bounty to the manufacturers of
Australian tops when those tops were shipped to the United
States and did not give a bounty when they were shipped to any
other country, that would be a discrimination against the
United States.

But wherever Australia granted a bounty for the manufacture
of tops in Australia for general exportation, whether to the
United States or to any other country, my understanding is
that that would not be added.

Mr, SIMMONS. Does the Senator get that understanding
after reading the act? Let me read the act. I think it is im-
portant that I should. Clearly the Senator is mistaken, if that
is his construction.

Mr. SMOOT. I do not say that it is my construction after
reading it.

Mr. LIPPITT. To save time, unless there is objection, I
suggest that the paragraph to which the Senator from North
Carolina refers may be included in my remarks without reading.

Mr. SIMMONS. Then I ask that paragraph E, page 254, be
included in my interruption.

The VICE PRESIDENT. In the absence of objection, it will
be so ordered.

The matter referred to is as follows:

BE. That whenever any country, dependency, colony, province, or other
olitical subdivision of government shall pay or bestow, directly or

directly, any bounty or grant upon the exportation of any article or
merchandise from such country, dependency, cu!on{. province, or other
olitical subdivision of government, and such article or merchandise
s dutiable under the provisions of this act, then upon the importation
of any such article or merchandise into the United States, whether the
same shall be imported directly from the country of production or athoer-
wise, and whether such article or merchandise is imporied in the same
condition as when exported from the country of production or has been
changed in condition by remanufacture or otherwise, there shall be
levied and paid, in all such cases, in addition the duties otherwise
imposed by this act, an additional duty equal to the net amount of such
bounty or grant, however the same be pald or bestowed. The net
amount of all such bounties or g‘rants shall be from time to time ascer-
tained, determined, and declared by the Secretary of the Treasury, who

shall make all needful regulations for the identification of such articles
and merchandise and for the assessment and collection of such addi-
tional duties,

Mr. LIPPITT. Mr. President, I was about to discuss the
change that has been made by the Senate committee in para-
graph 208 with regard to flannels. As that paragraph came
from the House there was a duty upon flannels of 25 per cent
ad valorem; but flannels composed wholly or in chief value of
wool valued at above 50 cents a pound were made dutiable at
35 per cent ad valorem.

Mr. HUGHES. Mr, President, I was not in the Chamber
when the Senator was speaking on the subject of tops. I simply
wish to ask him if he has made any investigation or has any
information with reference to the actual percentage of cost of
making tops?

Mr. LIPPITT. I will say to the Senator from New Jersey
that I spent nearly an hour in trying to tell what I knew on
that subject.

Mr. HUGHES. Will the Senator tell me, roughly, what he
finds the percentage of cost to be?

L{r. LIPPITT. I should prefer not to go into all of that
again.

Mr. HUGHES. Just the percentage.

Mr. LIPPITT. I will say that, arguing from the table on
page 642, I think, of the Tariff Board report, I made the cost
of the kind of tops referred to in that table 11.9 cents a
pound. I also stated that three or four other people whom I
had give me information, either from the report itself or from
their own factories, gave me figures that were in substantial
accord with that, and that the average of seven different fig-
ures of that kind was 11.8 cents a pound.

To return to paragraph 298, the Senate committee has pro-
posed a change in the duty upon flannels costicrz above 50 cents
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& pound by which it would be reduced from 35 per cent fo 25
per cent. Thirty-five per cent duty is exactly the same as all
woolen cloth, with some few exceptions, is given under this
bill. As the bill came from the House high-cost flannels and
woolen cloth of the same guality would have received exactly
the same duty, 35 per cent ad valorem; but under this bill the
duty on high-priced flannels has been reduced 10 per cent.

What I wish to say on that subject is that the cost of making
a flannel of the same construction and quality is no less than
the cost of making a piece of woolen cloth of that construction
and quality that has not been napped. The major difference be-
tween the two kinds of cloth is that one has been napped in
finishing and the other has been treated in a different manner.
I can not see the justice or the propriety of leaving a duty of 35
per cent on. the woolen cloth and putting only 25 per cent upon
the flannel, which is made in the same way and at the same
cost,

I Lave here a few samples of some of the very beautiful flan-
nels that are made in this country and that would be included
in this duty, I do not know exactly what the committee had
in mind in making the change; but it rather seems to me, with-
out making any insinuations, that the committee could not have
been thoroughly informed as to the wide range of very beautiful
fabrics on which they were making this diserimination.

Further than that, the description which is given of these
goods above 50 cents a pound that shall pay only 25 cents duty
is that they are *flannels.”” It wounld seem quite within the
range of possibility that woolen cloth which had not been
napped, by being simply named flannel, might be brought in
under that paragraph at 25 per cent, instead of 35 per cent.

I referred a few days ago to the great controversy that went
on in the cotton trade over the word “etamine.” The courts
decided in that case that unless a fabric was called an etamine
it was not an etamine; it made no difference what its construe-
tion was, The word was used in the tariff of that day exactly
the same as the word “ flannels” is used in this paragraph now,
I do not know, of course, whether the court would take the op-
posite side of that pesition and say that what is called a flannel
is a flannel. But it is a construction of the paragraph that is
very well open to consideration.

Therefore I simply wanted to bring to the attention of the
Senntors who are going to act as the conferees on the part of
this body what seemed to me to be a discrimination against
high-grade flannels, as compared with woolen goods, when the
duty has been made 25 per cent on one and 85 per cent on the
other,

The woolen business is peculiar in one respect. It has brought
to this country a very large percentage of foreign capital, par-
ticularly in the State of Rhode Island—a condition which, so
far as I know, ha® not prevailed to anything like the same
extent, if at all, in the other sister textiles. I have especially
in mind a factory which, shortly after the passage of the
Dingley bill, an Englishman, belleving the policy of that meas-
ure would be the permanent pelicy of the United States,
brought to Rhode Island. On a meadow that had been used
for nothing more important than the occasional pasture of
catile, and beside a stream whose waters from time immemo-
rial had run unused to the ocean, he built a mill, and in con-
junction with that factory he built a model New England mill
village.

He had for many years been employed in manufacturing
cloth in England to be sold in this country, and had prospered
in doing so. He invested in this plant, to become a part of
the wealth of this Nation, money which had been made from
the export of English goods to America.

With it he bought all the great variety of things that go into
the construction of such an establishment—American brick and
wopd, and iron, American engines, boilers, and electrical ma-
chines, rhafting, and machinery. He employed in dolng so
American masong, bricklayers, carpenters, machinists, painters,
and men in all the other departments of the building trades.
To econstruet his houses and gardens, he again distributed
among the workers in all the great varieties of employments
that are necessary to construct a home, from the day laborer to
the archifect. part of the money that he had brought here.

Since his factory has started the mill and its employees have
been constant customers for American products. The miil has
been run on American coal, and the workers of it have been
fed on the products of American farms. 1 will not attempt to
enumerate all the varied products for which the establishment
of this plant has, in some proportion or other, helped to in-
crease the market. But I do not believe I would exaggerate if
I said that there was not a section or State, and searcely a
villnge perhaps, whose people have not to some extent shared
in the benefit of this industry.

The raw material which it uses is mobair, and the amount
which it uses furnishes no immaterial part of the demand for
that product in Ameriea. Not long ago the manager told me
that when they first came here the market for this article was
80 uncertain that the growers consigped it to commission houses
to be sold for such a price as they might be able to get, but
that to-day they were frequently able to make contracts for
their production before it was clipped.

We have seen in the preparation of this bill the representa-
tives of the great State of Texas urging the placing of a duty
of 20 per cent on what has become to that Siate, far distant
from Rhode Island, an important and profitable industry. Not
long ago I saw a statement in the daily press that the farmers
of Utah were rejoicing in the fact of the profit they had made
this year from their clip of mohair. I will read what the
New York Times of May 11, 1912, had to say about that matter.
This is dated Salt Lake, Utah, May 11, 1912:

Some enterprising stockmen several years ago concluded that the
Rocky Mountains furnished a good place for breeding goats, and sent
for some fine speclmens to Switzerland and other mountain regions
abroad. It was found that the geats could live on parts of the ranges
where sheep or cattle would not thrive.

I should like particularly to emphasize the benefit that came
to that State by the utilization of its waste land:

This was particularly true of S8an Juan Count{, in the sontheast
corner of the State, which is largely given over to sand. There are
now 20,000 goats in San Juan getting a good living and ylelding profits.
One herd in near-by Kane County numbers 13.000. It Ea.u Leen found
that the ts are less sabject to severe climatic changes than the shee
or even the cattle, and they have come through the recent winter wit
T it o 106 Roais bow e Exbeciod &b Sive a proft of
abimt §00,000 thik year: - ST R R0 e, MRS

I wonder, Mr. President, how many of the farmers of the
State of Texas, whose representatives have been not the least
active in voting for the Democratic tariff policy, or even the
farmers of the State of Utah, whose representatives have been
consistent supporters of the policy that made their rejoicing
possible, realize in how direct a way their market was the re-
sult of the triumph of Republican protection in 1807,

The managers of that factory are still running in England
to-day for the European irade a factory mnking the same fab-
ricg they make in this country under the same conditions, on
the same machinery, but out of Asiatic mohair. They have re-
cently submitted figures showing that under this proposed bill
they can make these fabries in their English factory and land
them in New York with the duty paid at prices from G to 15
cents a yard less than they can make them for in their Rhode
Island mills. And they say that if that law is enacted this cir-
cumstance will compel them largely, if not entirely, to supply
the American market with their English-made goods, which
means throwing people out of empolyment in Rhode Island and
taking away the market from the farmers of Utah and of
Texas.

Mr, President, I had a letter vesterday from an employee of
this factory. I thought I had it here, but in some way it has
become mislaid. It was written withiout any solicitation on my
part. In that letter he stated that already three-gquarters of
the looms running in that establishment had been stopped, that
100 families had left their homes here and returned to England,
and that more than 100 of the other people, including himself,
were trying to obtain positions as motormen and various posi-
tions of that kind.

This is but one of several large manufacturing plants that
have within a few years been built with foreign capital in the
little State of Rhode Island and on account of the Rtepublican
tariff policy. I shall not undertake to read the names in detall,
but they are factories whose owners have come from France and
Belgium and England. All told, they employ some seven or
elght thousand people. That means, perhaps, a populatiou of
380,000 people. It has been strenuously urged in this Chawmber
that the tariff had nothing to do with the adversity that existed
when the Democratic Party was in power in the nineties and the
prosperity that has come about since the Ilepublican policy was
put upon the statute books in the form of the Dingley law in
1807.

I am not one of those who believe that the change in . .our
tariff policy was the only cause of these different conditions, but
I am one who believes it was a very considerable cause, aud I
submit that the coming here of such industries as these, whose
benefits are felt from one end of this country to the other, is
a forcible illustration of the different ways in which these two
policies operate.

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, it Is 6 o'clock. I should like to
make an inquiry of some of the Senators on the other side. I
hardly know just whom to nddress, but I will address myself
to Senators who are on the Finance Committee. The Senator
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from Pennsylvania [Mr. Pexrose] is the ranking member of
the minority; the Senator from Utah [Mr., Sarcor] is a very
active and leading member of that committee; and the Senator
from New Hampshire [Mr. Garvizeer] is a member of the
committee and the titular leader of the minority of the Senate.
I should like to ask of these gentlemen, if they can tell me,
about how much more time is likely to be occupied in this
debate. Do any of these Senators know whether other Senators
are contemplating delivering set speeches on this schedule?

Mr. PENROSE. I should like—

Mr. STONE. I wish to say I am merely trying to get
information,

Mr, PENROSE. In return, I should like to ask the Senator
from Missouri whether it is the intention of the majority to
reply to some of the unanswerable arguments that they have
been listening to.

Mr. STONE. It has been suggested to me that it would be
very difficult to reply to an unanswerable argument.

Mr. PENROSE. I have often seen the attempt made, even
if it were impossible.

Mr. STONE. So far as I am concerned, what I want to do
is to make some progress with the bill and get to a vote. It
seems to me that we havz had it sufficiently debated. A great
many speeches were made at this session on wool before this
schedule was taken up. It has been the subject of exhaustive
discussion. We have had several very able and prolonged
speeches; the whole day has been taken—I am far from saying
it has been wasted—in speech making by our friends on the other
side. They were very able speeches, I will say, but really, with
all due deference, I am compelled to say, without anything new
in what they have been saying. We have heard these same
speeches during this session of Congress. It is merely piling
one speech of the same kind upon another speech of like kind.
I am curious to know, if some Senator will do me the kindness
of telling me, whether there are some more of them to be made
to-morrow.

Mr. GALLINGER. Mr. President

Mr. WARREN. If the Senator will allow me, I want to
suggest that there will be some more speeches on the wool-
growers’ side. We have had three very good speeches on the
other side of the Chamber. They are not all in print yet, and
they will have to be answered, of course. It will take some
little time; but I want to say to the Senator from Missouri, if
I may still be permitted, that compared with the times hereto-
fore when Schedule K has been considered I think the Senator
is getting along quite well. From what I know as to the point
to which the debate will lead, it is my opinion that it will
only be a very short matter, and that the Senator will have
distinguished himself in putting Schedule K through in only
a fraction of the time that has been occupied whenever it has
been up for consideration before.

Mr. STONE. #Vill the Senators on the other side and the
Senate agree that at 5 o'clock to-morrow we shall take a vote
on this schedule?

Mr. GALLINGER. My, President, as the Senator honored
me by mentioning my name, and as I have been endeavoring to
guide somewhat the discussion on this side of the Chamber, I
will say to the Senator that unquestionably there are other
speeches to be made on this schiedule.

Mr. STONE. There are other speeches to be made?

Mr. GALLINGER. Yes. Whether they will be concluded
to-morrow or not, I can not say, but possibly they may be
concluded. On the general subject of the tariff, before we come
to a vote on the final passage of the bill, there will be some
speeches made, perhaps not many.

Mr. STONE. I am speaking of this schedule.

Mr. GALLINGER. The Senator is speaking of this schedule.
I feel, Mr. President, that we got along admirably yesterday;
that we made great progress. These speeches had to be deliv-
ered, and the others that have been prepared will have to be
delivered. I do not think the Senator to-night ought to ask
that we should agree to a time to vote on this schedule. I feel
sure that if the Senator will remain patient, as he always does,
the progress will be satisfactory to the Senator himself.

I think it is safe to say, Mr. President. that on this side of
the Chamber there is the same feeling which exists on the other
side, that we ought to press this matter as rapidly as the im-
portance of the subject demands. But we of course expect
from the other side what was accorded to that side in the de-
bate four years ago, an opportunity to express our views in a
proper way. I know the Senator would not wish to curtail
that privilege. :

Mr. STONE. T do not wish to curtail it, and I counld not if T
wished. I think the information I desired to elicit I have ob-
tained. I am not at all gratified with what I hear, but I hope

to get through with it. T did want to know just how long this
interminable debate would last. =

Mr. GALLINGER. I will venture to suggest, Mr. President,
that if the Senator does not unduly press the matter he will
be more gratified to-morrow evening than he is this evening,
so far as progress is concerned.

Mr. STONE. That is all. I ask that the bill be laid aside
for the day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The bill will be laid aside.

EXECUTIVE SESSION.

Mr. BACON. I move that the Senate proceed to the consider-
ation of executive business.

The motion was agreed to, and the Senate proceeded to the
consideration of executive business. After six minutes spent
in executive session the doors were reopened, and (at 6 o'clock
and 15 minutes p. m.) the Senate adjourned until to-morrow,
Saturday, August 23, 1913, at 11 o'clock a. m.

CONFIRMATIONS.
Erecutive nominations confirimed by the Senate August 22, 1913.
PROMOTIONS IN THE ARMY.
CORPS OF ENGINEERS.
Lieut. Col. George A. Zinn to be colonel.
Maj. Williamm W. Harts to be lieutenant colonel.
Capt. Francis A. Pope to be major.
First Lieut. James J. Loving to be eaptain.
Second Lieut. Paul 8. Reinecke to be first lientenant.
INFANTRY ARM.
First Lieut. George A. Herbst to be captain.
First Lieut. Philip J. Lauber to be captain.
First Lieut. Thomas M. Hunter to be captain.
First Lieut. Gad Morgan to be captain.
Second Lieut. Barton K. Yount to be first lientenant,
Second Lieut. Denham B. Crafton to be first lientenant.
Second Lieut. William E. Selbie to be first lientenant.
Second Lieut. John L. Jenkins to be first lientenant,
Second Lieut. Charles H. White to be first lieutenant.,
APPOINTMENTS IN THE ARMY.
GENERAL OFFICERS.
Col. John P. Wisser to be brigadier general.
Col. Thomas F. Davis to be brigadier general.
COAST ARTILLERY CORPS.
Charles Linnell Austin to be second lieutenant.
MEDICAL RESERVE CORPS,
To be first licutcnants,
Frederic Victor Beitler.
John Jordan Boaz.
Paul Eugene Bowers.
Carl Raimund Hiller.
Peter McCall Keating.
Harvey Adams Moore.
Firmadge King Nichols.
Blanchard Beecher Pettijohn.
Palmer Augustus Potter.
Llewellyn Powell.
James Albert Robertson.
Edward Percy Simpson.
Frederick Albert Tucker.
Edward Mason Parker.
POSTMASTERS.
MICHIGAN.
E. T. Belding, Mancelona.
Isaac C. Wheeler, Manton.

KNORTH DAKOTA.

John M. Baer, Beach.
W. O. Lowden, McHenry.
Pearl Miller, La Moure.
OHIO.
W. T. Alberson, New Philadelphia.
Benjamin G. Trew, Shawnee.
George J. Windle, Sebring.
OKLAHOMA,
Marion B. Carley, Geary.
C. J. Woodson, OEkarche.
. PENNSYLVANIA.
Robert BE. Urell, Mansfield.
TENNESSEE.
John T. Clary, Bellbuckle,
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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Frioay, August 22, 1913.

The Housge met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

O God our Father, strengthen, we beseech Thee, our minds,
our hearts, our hands to do Thy will as it is revealed unto us
day by day; that no cloud may obscure the light of Thy counte-
nance from our spiritual vision; that we may pass from victory
unto victory, until Thou shalt call us from the endearing scenes
of earth to the enchanting visions of the blest, and we will
hallow Thy name forever. Amen,

THE JOUERNAL,

The Journal of the proceedings of Tuesday, August 19, 1013,
was read.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. Mr. Speaker, I desire to amend
the Journal in this respect. I was appointed, together with the
gentleman from South Dakota [Mr. Burxe], on a special com-
mittee to investizate the question of tuberculosis among the
Indians, and also on the guestion of irrigation of arid lands
in the Yakima Indian Reservation in the State of Washington,
those two objects, and I see that only one is covered in the
Journal. ‘I desire for the Journal to include both.

The SPEAKER. The Speaker supposes that he is responsible
for that mistake in just announcing the one, believing the other
would go with it.

Mr. STEPHENS of Texas. It may be necessary that both
should appear.

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the Journal will be
changed in that respect.

Mr, MANN. The Recosp is correct, and perhaps the Journal,
but it was not read.

The SPEAKER. If the Journal does not contain the other
half of the title it will be fixed. Withount objection, the Journal
as corrected will stand approved.

There was no objection.

ADJOURNMENT UNTIL TUESDAY KEXT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that when the Iouse adjourns te-day it adjourn to meet on
Tuesday next.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unan-
imous consent that when the Iouse adjourns to-day it adjourn
to meet on Tuesday next. Is there objection? [After a pause.]
The Chair hears none.

GOVERNOR OF THE PHILIPPINE ISLANDS,

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman from
New Jersey rise?

Mr, TOWNSEND. I rise for the purpose of asking unani-
mous consent to make a brief statement of personal interest to
each Member of the House.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from New Jersey asks leave
to make a personal statement of a few minutes. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none.

Mr. TOWNSEND., Mr. Speaker, yesterday afternoon there
was deposited in the general post office copies of the invitation
which I am about to read. The committee signing this Invita-
tion thought it would be wise to have this announcement made,
as it seems impossible to determine when the post office will
deliver the invitations. It reads as follows:

In honor of Mr. Harrisox of New York, governor of the Pbl!lpplne
Islands, an informal reception will be given by the House of t‘Edpretsel:lta-

tives, Saturday evening, August 23. You are cordially invl
VAt the homs and lawn of Mr. KENT, 1925 F Btreet NW., August 28,

1013 8 Ralonk Mr. SPEAKER CLARK,
Mr. UNDERWOOD,

. MurbDOCK,

5 'I'owsu:m.

, MaNN,

. PALMER,

KENT,

Commitiee.

This will enable gentlemen having other engagements to cancel
them. [Applause.]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, in this connection and in behalf of
this side of the House I desire to congratulate the President and
the country upon the appointment of Fraxocis BunroN Hag-
RISON to the high position of governor of the Philippine Islands.
I believe that no better selection could have been made out of
the entire population of the United States, and that the action
of the President is a guaranty to the counfry that the Philip-
pine question will receive careful and honest consideration.
[Loud applause.]

TEMPERING HOT WINDS IN TEXAS, ETC.

Mr, MURRAY of Oklahoma. Mr. Speaker, I request unani-
mous consent after the regular order of the next day's ses-
sion to address the House upon the subject of tempering the
hot winds in western Texas, Oklahoma, and Kansas and making
it possible to produce crops in those sections, and that without
the expense of irrigation.

The SPEAKER. How much time does the gentleman ask?

Mr. MURRAY of Oklahoma. Thirty minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I understand the gentle-
man's request is not to interfere with the regular business?

Mr. MURRAY of Oklahoma. Yes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr. Muz-
RAY] asks unanimous consent that at the next session of the
House, after the routine business, reading of the Journal, and
so forth, that he have 30 minutes in which to address the House
on the subject of tempering the hot winds——

Mr., BUTLER. To the shorn lamb.

Mr. BATHRICK, To the IHouse of Representatives.

The SPEAKER (continuing). Of Texas, Oklahoma, and
Kansas, not to interfere with public business. Is there objection?
Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object——
Mr., QUIN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object——

Mr. RAKER. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, T
uiqiier;tand that this request will not interfere with the special
order

The SPEAKER. No: that is a part of the request.

Mr. QUIN. Mr. Bpeaker

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Mississippl [Mr. Quin]
is recognized.

Mr. QUIN. Reserving the right to object, I want to ask the
gentleman from Oklahoma [Mr, Murray] if he can not include
the boll weevil in that request? [Laughter.]

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. THOMAS. Mr. Speaker, I expect I am too late now, but
I want to suggest that if you might put the gentleman from
Oklahoma [Mr. Muzray] In cold storage in Washington City
that that would temper the hot winds in Oklahoma. [Loud
laughter]

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, the
House a few days ago, by unanimous consent, gave to the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr. MoreAX] permission to address the
House at the session one week ago. That session was adjourned
out of respect to the memory of the late Senator from Alabama,
Mr. Johnston. Last Tuesday I renewed that request. Ob-
jection was made by the gentleman from Florida [Mr, CLArx],
My colleague from Illinois [Mr. McKeszie] the other day
asked unanimous consent that he might have leave to insert
an article In the Recorp, Objection was made from that side
of the House. My colleagne [Mr. Brirren] asked unanimous
consent last Tuesday that he might extend his remarks in the
Itecorp. Objection was made from that side of the House.
The gentleman from Minnesota [Mr. Smrra] last Tuesday
asked unanimous consent that he might extend his remarks in
the Recorp. Objection ‘was made from that side of the House.
Now, if these courtesies are to be granted, they are to be
granted without favor as from two sides of the House. While
the Democratic side of the House is not responsible for the
objection of some individual Member of it, it is out of the
question to suppose that the minority will permit by unanimous
consent Members of the majority to gpeak and to insert articles
in the REecorp while that permission is denied to Members of
the minority. I shall not object to this particular request at
this time, but unless the same courtesy can be extended to
Members of the minority, it can not be expected that the gen-
tlemen will sncceed in requests of this kind in the future.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MURDOCK. Now, Mr, Speaker, I wvant to ask the gen-
tleman from Oklahoma [Mr, MurraY] how much time he is
going to take?

The SPEAKER. Thirty minutes. That is, he is allowed 30
minutes. ia, )

AMr. MURDOCK. My understanding is that a contested-
election case, the MacDonald case from Michigan——

The SPEAKER. A contested-election case is a matter of
the highest privilege.

Mr. MURDOCK. And will have the right of way?

The SPEAKER. Of course, it will have.

Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Speaker——

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr, BARNHART. I want to say something, and I do not
know whether I want to reserve the right to object or not. If
that privilege is passed

The SPEAKER. It is not passed. The Chair has not asked
whether there was objection or not.
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Mr. BARNHART. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ob-
jeet, T want to say a word about this matter of the insertion of
newspaper articles, pamphlets, and so forth, in the CoNGrES-
SIONAL Recorp. I am at the present time trying to secure an
estimate of the cost to the Government of publishing all sorts
of communications, relevant and irrelevant, that are offered
from time to time under unanimous consent, inserted in the
CoNGRESSIONAL Rrcorp, and broadcasted to the country under
the franking privilege at very great expense to the Government.
Conspicuous among these during the past year was an article
of faith by a Democrat, or alleged Democrat, from my own
State that occupied pages and pages of the CONGRESSIONAL
RECORD.

Mr. BORLAND. What sort of an article was that?

Mr. BARNHART. It was a sort of an article of political
faith. It ought to have been omitted from the Recorp, and in
a conversation with divers and sundry Democrats and some
TRepublicans we have reached a sort of an agreement that here-
after we are going to know what these articles mean which
are inserted by unanimous consent, and unless they apply di-
rectly to the proceedings in hand objection will be made.

Mr. MURDOCK. Now, Mr. Speaker, what does the gentle-
man mean when he says “ Unless they apply directly to the
proceedings of Congress”? Suppose a banker in Chicago writes
a pamphlet upon the currency question and a request is made
that that be printed in the Rrecorp, would that come under the
prohibition ? f

Mr. BARNHART. I should think it ought.

Mr. MANN. That would have to be disposed of by a Demo-
cratic caucus. [Laughter on the Republican side.]

The SPEAKER. The regular order i, Is there objection?

Mr. MURDOCK. Reserving the right to object, Mr. Speaker,
I would like to ask the gentleman from Indiana [Mr. Barn-
HART] just what this eabal or combination is?

The SPEAKER. The regular order is putting the guestion.
Is there objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE,

A message from the Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks,
announced that the Senate had passed bills of the following
titles, in which the concurrence of the House of Representatives
was requested: .

§8.2419. An act permitting minors of the age of 18 years or
over to make homestead entry or other entry of the public lands
of the United States; and

8.1673. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
grant further extensions of time within which to comply with
the law and make proof on desert-land entries in the counties
of Grant and Franklin, State of Washington.

The message also announced that the Senate had agreed to
the amendments of the House of Representatives to the bill
(8. 1353) to authorize the board of county commissioners of
Okanogan County, Wash., to construct and maintain a bridge
across the Okanogan River at or near the town of Malott.

The message also announced that, in accordance with the
provisions of the act entitled “An act making appropriations
for the current and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with various Indian
tribes, and for other purposes, for the fiscal year ending June
30, 1914,” approved June 30, 1913, the Vice President had ap-
pointed as members of the Joint Commission to Investigate In-
dian Affairs the following Members of the Senate: Mr. RoBIN-
s0N, Mr. Lang, and Mr. TowNSEND.

The message also announced that in accordance with the pro-
visions of the act entitled “An act making appropriations for
the current and contingent expenses of the Bureau of Indian
Affairs, for fulfilling treaty stipulations with the various Indian
iribes, and for other purposes, for the fiseal year ending June
30, 1914,” approved June 30, 1913, the Vice President had ap-
pointed Mr. Romixson and Mr. TowNsEND as members on the
part of the Senate of the commission to investigate the ques-
tion of tuberculosis among the Indians in connection with an
inquiry into the necessity and feasibility of establishing, equip-
ping, and maintaining a tuberculosis sanitarinum in New Mexico,
and to inquire into the necessity and feasibility of procuring
impounded waters for the Yakima Indian Reservation.

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED.

The SPEAKER announced hig signature to enrolled bill of
the following title:

$8.13853. An act to authorize the board of county commission-
ers of Okanogan County, Wash.,, to construct, maintain, and
operate a bridge across the Okanogan River at or near the
town of Malott.

r BEENATE BILLS REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Rule XXIV, Senate bills of the following titles
were taken from the Speaker's table and referred to their ap-
propriate committees as indicated below :

8.1673. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
grant further extensions of time within which to comply with
the law and make proof on desert-land eptries in the counties
of Grant and Franklin, State of Washington; to the Com-
mittee on the Public Lands.

8. 2419. An act permitting minors of the age of 18 years or
over to make homestead entry or other entry of the public lands
of the United States; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr, Davis of Minnesota, by unanimous consent, was granted
leave of absence for one week, on account of important business.

The SPEAKER. The Chair lays before the House a request
from Mr. Epwarps for leave of absence, which the Clerk will
report. :

The Clerk read as follows:

HousE OF REPRESENTATIVES OF THE UNITED STATES,
Washingion, D. 0., August 19, 1913.
Hon. CHAMP CLARK,

peaker House of Represeniatives, Washington, D. C,

DEsr MR, SPBAEER: In res%nse to telegﬁams advisin
eritical illness of my brother, Hon. Robert H. Edwards,
for Savannah, Ga., this afternoon.

I realize the importance of all Democrats being closely in attendance
upon their duties in Washington at this time, and of course I hate
very much to be absent. 1 feel, however, that I should go to the bed-
side of my brother.

I will appreciate it very much if you will see that a leave of absence
is granted to me indefinitely on account of this illmess, and will also
appreciate it if you will bave this letter Incorporated in the RECORD,
in order that the REcorp will show the cause of my absence.

Thanking you, I am,
1y, CHAS. G. EDWARDS.

Yours, respectfu
The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none.
CONTESTED-ELECTION CASE.

Mr, POST, from the Committee on Elections No. 1, submitied
a privileged report (H. Res. 231, H. Rept. 60) of that committee
in the contested-election case of William J. MacDonald against
H. Olin Young, which was referred to the House Calendar and
ordered to be printed.

Mr. POST. I give notice, Mr. Speaker, that I shall eall up
the case on Tuesday of next week.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Ohio [Mr. Post] gives
notice that he will call it up next Tuesday.

CLERE AND JANITOE FOR THE COMMITTEE ON ROADS,

Mr. LLOYD rose.

The SPEAKER. For what purpose does the gentleman rise?

Mr. LLOYD. For the purpose of offering a privileged reso-
Iution from the Committee on Accounts.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lroyn]
submits a privileged resolution from the Committee on Ac-
counts. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 119 (H. Rept. 55).

Reeolved, That the chairman of the Committee on Roads and he
is hereby, anthorized to appoint a clerk for said commitiee at af annual
salary of $2,000, and a janitor to sald committee at the rate of $60
per month, to be pald out of the contingent fund of the House until
otherwise provided by law.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, this resolntion provides for the
usual clerk and janitor that are given to the large committees
of the House. The Commiitee on Roads was created at the
beginning of this session of Congress, and it is necessary for it
to have these officers.

AMr. BARTLETT. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman a
question on this subject?

Mr. LLOYD. Certainly.

Mr. BARTLETT. I have no objection to the resolution, but
there are a number of committees that are entitled to session
clerks, ordinarily committees to investigate the various depart-
ments of the Government. May I inquire if those committees
have yet been provided with session clerks at this session of
Congress?

Mr. LLOYD. They have not.

Mr. BARTLETT. I understand that there are certain com-
mittees that have matters that ought to be investigated by them,
and that the reason there have heen no investigations of those
matters by the committees to investigate expenditures in the
various departments is because they have no clerks, Is that
troe?

Mr. LLOYD. I think that is true.

Mr. BARTLETT. Does not the gentleman think it impor-
tant also if those committees are fo investigate the departments

me of the
am leaving

which they were appointed to investigate and which they are
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expected to investigate that they be given the machinery by
which they can do so?

AMr. LLOYD. There is a resolution now pending before the
Committee on Accounts——

Mr. BARTLETT. And it has been pending all this session,
as I understand——

Mr. LLOYD. Providing for annual clerks for these several
committees. There will be some action taken on that resolution
within the next few days.

Mr. BARTLETT. I am not a member of any of these ex-
penditure committees, but I suggested to the chairman of one
of them the importance of making an investigation of. certain
matters, and the chairman said he could not do it, because he
had no elerical help.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman from Missourl

ield?
{ The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Missouri yleld to
the gentleman from Illineis?

Mr. LLOYD. Yes.

Mr. MANN. As I understand, this resolution proposes to pro-
vide the ordinary employees for a committee of the class to
which the Roads Committee belongs?

Mr. LLOYD. Yes

Mr, MANN. From what time does the employment date?

Mr. LLOYD. It will be from the date of the appointment of
the clerk. It will be after this date, of course.

Mr. MANN. The employees have not yet been appointed?

Mr. LLOYD. No, sir.

AMr. MURDOCK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LLOYD. Yes.

Mr. MURDOCK. Do I understand the genileman fo gay that
it is contemplated to give clerks to all the expenditure com-
mittees? -

Mr. LLOYD. No; a request of that kind has been made in
a resolution that is now pending before the Committee on
Accounts. No action has been taken as to whether they- shall
be annual clerks or session clerks.

Mr. MURDOCK. They have neither at present?

Mr. LLOYD, Neither.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolution.

The resolution was agreed to.

CLERK TO COMMITTEE ON ELECTION OF PRESIDENT, VICE PRESIDENT,
i AND REPRESENTATIVES IN CONGRESS.

Mp. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I have another privileged reso-
lution.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 188 (II. Rept. 567).

Resolved, That the Committee on Election of Presldent, Vice Presi-
dent, and Representatives in Congress be, and I8 hercby, allowed an
annual clerk at a salary at the rate of $2,000 per annum, from June
3, 1913, to be pald out of the contingent fund of the House until
otherwise provided by law.

Myr. BOOHER. Mr. Speaker, I should like to ask the chair-
man of the committee a question. Is not this committee already
provided with a session clerk?

Mr. LLOYD. No; it is provided with no clerk at the present
time. :

AMr. BOOHER. It has always had a session clerk.

Mr. LLOYD. It has always had a session clerk, and the
gentleman will remember that during the last Congress the
question was raised as to whether this committee should have
an annual clerk or a session clerk. The Committee on Accounts
at that time recommended a session clerk. In the last Congress
the Comunittee on Election of President, Vice President, and
Representatives in Congress was one of the active committees
of the House. It was active during the whole of the Congress.
It had legislation of the most important character which went
upon the statute books, and we are assured that there are at
the present time a number of very important matters pending
before that committee; that it has a vast amount of correspond-
ence, and the chairman of that committee insists that he ought
to have an annual clerk. The Committee on Accounts, which
two vears ago recommended only a session clerk, are now led
to believe that this committee is of suflicient importance to
entitle it to an annual elerk.

Mr. BOOHER. Mr. Speaker, I think the argument of the
gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lroyp] is a complete answer to
his request to have this clerk appointed. He says now that at
the last session of Congress a great deal of business was before
this committee. He does not complain that it was not properly
attended to. It was properly attended to. Every bill that was
before the committee was reported out and passed by this House.
Now, if a session clerk was sufficient in the last Congress, it
geems to me that this clerkship ought not to be raised to a

$2,000 position for the reason given by my colleague, and I
hope the resolution will be defeated.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, during the last Congress it is
true, as I stated, that there was a sesslon clerk, who was paid
$6 per day during the session. This does not add very much
to the expenses, as far as the House of Representatives is con-
cerned. We do not hesitate now to say that if other commit-
tees, numbers of them, are to receive salaries of $2,000 a year
for their clerks, having annual clerks, that this committee is
o{ne. beyond any question, that is entitled to the same recogni-
tion.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota.

Mr. LLOYD. Certainly.

Mr. BURKE of South Daketa. I would like to ask the gen-
tleman from Missouri if he does not think that any committee
of this House that needs a clerk during the session ought not
to have an annual clerk?

Mr. LLOYD. I think that is a very important question and
worthy of consideration by the membership of this House. I
am inclined to the view that any committee that is entitled to
be appointed, that does any considerable service for the House
of Representatives, is entitled to an annual clerk. That is my
candid judgment about it. We have committees that ought not
to be appointed at all that are not entitled to any clerk what-
ever.

Mr. BURKE of South Dakota. I want to say to the gentle-
man that I am a member of one of the expenditure committees
In this Hounse. If has a clerk who, I think, is as faithful and
as efficient, who works as many hours in the day and as many
days in the year, as the clerk of any committee, and it has
occurred to me that a clerk employed as a clerk of that commit-
tee is employed ought to be on the annual roll. It also occurs to
me that if a commiitee needs a clerk at all he ought to be a clerk
who can be employed annually, so that you will not be taking on
some man who is inexperienced at every session of Congress.
A clerk who has been connected with the committee for some
time becomes very efficient and very useful to the committee,
and therefore I belleve in the inferest of economy and good
administration, if n committee of this House needs a clerk
during the sesslon, that clerk ought to be put on the annual
roll.

Mr. BATHRICK. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LLO¥D. Certainly.

AMr. BATHRICK. Does this Committee on Elections No. 1

Mr. LLOYD. This is not the Committee on Elections No. 1;
it is the Committee on Election of President and Vice President.

Mr. BATHRICK. Does the committee have any jurisdiction
over mattérs except those that may arise in connection with
the election of President and Vice President?

Mr. LLOYD. Yes; it has jurisdiction of woman suffrage,
and these matters go to that committee. It has jurisdiction
of all constitutional questions affecting the election of Presi-
dent and Vice I'resident; on all questions of primaries as to
lhow Presidents shall be elected; and the question of campaign
contributions also goes to that committee.

Mr. BATHRICK. Is not the most of the work of that com-
mittee finished in the year in which the President and Vice
President are elected?

Mr. LLOXD. No; it is a continuous work. I am assured at
the present time, although I have made no careful investigation,
that there are a number of important bills now pending before
the committee that vitally affect the interests of the country.

Mr. BATHRICK. Now, if the gentleman will permit an
obsgervation, which I have tried on several occasions to find
an opportunity to say, I do not object to any committee having
sufficient help to properly conduet its business, but I wish to
say that I am carrying, and have carried for over a year since
I have been in the House, an expense of $500 from my own
funds to take eare of the business of my office; and if we
continue to extend these courtesies or necessities to chairmen
every time they come in and want a new hand or a new
appointment to make for their committee, we ought to take
into consideration the wants of the Members of the House who
are not chairmen of committees.

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi.

Mr. LLOYD. Certainly.

Mr. HUMPIIREYS of Mississippl.
are there without annual clerks?

Mr. LLOYD. About 20,

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. This resolution provides
for a clerk to one of these committees. It is not the intention
of this committee to report any legislation at this session of
Congress?

Mr. LLOYD.
legislation.

Will the gentleman yield?

Will the gentleman yield?

How many conunittees

It is the inteniion of the committee to report
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Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. At this session?

Mr. LLOYD. Yes. Perbaps I dikl not understand the gen-
tleman. Does the gentleman mean to ask if the Commiitee on
Accounts expeets to report the resolutions referred to the Com-
mittee on Accounts?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. No; I asked if the Com-
mittee on Election of President and Vice President was to re-
port any matters for legislation to Congress.

Mr. LLOYD. It is not authorized at this time, but that does
not prevent the committee from doing work.

Mr., HUMPHREYS of Mississippi. There are about 20 com-
mittees of this House that are provided with session clerks, and
of them you propose to select one and give that one an annual
clerk. I submit this to the gentleman, that one of two proposi-
tions must be true, that if the eommittee has any work to do
it ought to be provided with an annual clerk, and if there is
no occasion for the existence of the committee it ought not to
exist and ought not to have any clerk at all. Now, it ceeurs to
me it would be the part of wisdom for the Committee on Ac-
counts not to press this to-day but to take up thiz matier on a
broader scale and to examine and to see which of these eom-
mittees ought to have annual clerks and report a general reso-
lution providing an annual clerk for every one of them, and in
that investigation ascertain which committees ought not to
exist and abolish those committees. Therefore I hope the gen-
tleman will take that course and not select one committee out
of 20 to be provided for to-day, as in my opinion the facts
will develop there is no more reason why that committee should
have an annual clerk than would apply to several of these
other committees.

I do not mean by that to suggest that this committes is not
entitled to a clerk. I think it is. I think the others are, too.
Probably every one of these committees that exist ought to have
an annual clerk. It is impossible here, certainly it is Impossible
or very difficult, to bring a man to Washington for $125 a month
in a long session to work for six months, and when Congress ad-
journs the 1st of July he must give up his job, and in a short
session he stays three months and gives up his jeb. The result
is you are not able to bring from your district a man who is
competent to discharge the duties of committee elerk, and you
have to pick him up here in Washington.

Mr. BATHRICKX. Wil the gentleman yleld to me in the
time of the gentleman from Missouri?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. I am impesing on the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. Lroyp].

Mr. LLOYD. That is all right.

Mr. BATHRICK. Is mot the genileman aware that many
Members of this House have equal difficnlty in securing a per-
son from their district who can take care of the work of that
office for the salary of $125 a month, and is not the gentleman
aware that many Members of this House are paying from their
own funds money in order to get their work done properly?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. - Absolutely; and for that
reason these clerks ought to be made annual clerks, and ought
to be given a salary that is sufficient in amount to secure a man
to do the work; but that reason applies not to any single com-
mittee, but to many of the committees,

Mr. BATHRICK. Does not the gentleman think it applies
equally to clerks of Members of the House who are not chair-
men of committees?

Mr. HUMPHREYS of Mississippl. No: I do not.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, the argnment——

Mr. BATHRICK. I disagree with the gentleman.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, the argument presented by the
gentleman from Mississippi is a splendid argument in favor of
the resolutions now pending before the Accounis Committee,
but that committee has carefully investigated this matter and
believes this committee is entitled to its clerk.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. LLLOYD. I do.

Mr, MANN. Mr. Speaker, the Committee on Election of
President, Vice President, and Representatives in Congress has
become one of the important committees of the House. This
morning the Committee on Elections reported the MacDonald
case, and, as I understand, they decided that the failure to
comply with the publicity law by filing a statement of receipts
and expenditures required by that law is not any reason for
refusing to seek or retain a seat in the House. Under that
decision, which I take it will be aceepted and become a rule
of the House hereafter, it is quite certain the publicity law will
need to be revised, as the present provisions of the law praeti-
cally amount to nothing so far as any eoffense is concerned of a
failure to comply with it. Nobody has ever and probably
nobody ever will be prosecuted under the existing law even if a
prosecution lies, which I doubt. That will reguire a revision

of the Iaw, which I understand the chairman of that dis-
tinguished committee, the gentleman from Missouri [Mr.
Rucker], has undertaken to prepare, and therefore I think that
the committee is entitled to am annual clerk, that being an
important legisiative committee,

I do not agree with some of the gentlemen that all of the
committees ought to have annuoal elerks. Those committees
which have to deal with permanent legislation, where the propo-
sitions drag cut from year to year, and which require constant
and long-continued conslderation by a committee, ought to have
an annual elerk. These commitiees whieh are simply making
investigations probably do not require an ammnual clerk. Some
of the committees which enly act upon sporadie cases of legisla-
tion probably do not require an annual clerk. I think that
this committee is entitled to the annual clerk proposed.

Mr. BROCKSON rose. =

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I yield to the gentleman from
Delaware [Mr. BrocKsoN].

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Delaware [Mr, BrRock-
soN] Is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. BROCKSON. I desire to inquire of the chairman of the
committee why he provides a separate janitor for this com-
mittee? Is it the practice to have a separate janitor for all the
committees?

Mr, LLOYD. Al the big committees have a separate janitor.

Mr. BROCKSON. Notwithstanding the fact that a number
of janitors are employed about the building?

Mr, LLOYD. Yes, sir. There is an amendment there which I
would like to have the Clerk report.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, in line 3, by striking out the weord *“aflowed” and inserting
the words ** autho to appoint,” and in line 2 strike out the words
“from June 3, 1913.”

T}ie SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

- The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
on.

The resolution as amended was agreed fo.

PURCHASE AND EXCHANGE OF TYPEWRITERS.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for the
present consideration of the resolution which I send to the
Clerk's desk.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as foliows:

House resolutfon 164 (I1. Rept. 59).

Resolved, That the Chlef Clerk of the House of Representatives be,
and is hereby, authorized to eontraet, with the approval of the Com-
mittes on Accounts, for the purchase or exchange of typewriters for the
use of the House, upon such terms as he may deem prudent and
equitable, and for sneh period of time as may L authorized by the
Committee on Acconnts,

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the consideration of
the resolution?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right te object, is
the title “ Chief Clerk of the House of Representatives” the
correct one?

Mr. LLOYD. The Chief Clerk has anthority to make those
purchases. I think that is the proper officer.

Mr. MANN. I know he is the chief clerk in the Clerk’s office.

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I would like the gentleman to tell us about the history of the
typewriter contraet. My understanding is that when the House
Office Building was constructed the typewriters were purchased
as furniture. Is that correct?

Mr. LLOYD. I think, if you put it that way, it is correct.
When the House Office Bullding was constructed, and we went
into the offices there, every individual Member was permitted
to have a typewriter at the Government expense.

Mr. MURDOCE. Now, right there. Then after all the offices
of the building were equipped, thereaffer were new typewriters
purchased from time to time or were new typewriters traded in?

Mr. LLOYD. New typewriters were purchased sometimes
and exchanged sometimes, but the purpose of this resolution is
to authorize the Clerk to make a contract of exchange. There
is a questign now as to whether he has a right to exchange
typewriters, and he has an opportunity to make a splendid con-
tract by which typewriters when they become old and inef-
ficient for use may be exchanged for new ones.

Mr. MURDOCK. Of course, with a eash addition. Now, I
want ito know what appropriation carries that eash addition
for typewriters when a typewriter is purchased and an old
itypewriter is given in exchange?

Mr. LLOYD. The furniture account.

Myr. MURDOOCK. Still the furniture account?
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Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, the gentleman’s resolution ap-
parently does confer this right to make contracts on the chief
clerk in the Clerk's office.

Mr. LLOYD. T am willing to accept an amendment to leave
ont the word “ chief.”

Mr, MANN, The rule provides that the Clerk shall make
all contracts, and that when he is absent the Chief Clerk shall
act in his place.

Mr. LLOYD. Yes. As an amendment, Mr. Speaker, I wish
to strike out the word “ chief ” where it appears in line 1.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by striking out, in line 1, the word * chief.,”

. Mr. LLOYD. Mr, Speaker, unanimous consent was not
ven.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the present considera-
tion of this resolution? [After a pause.] The Chair hears
none. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, line 1, by striking out the word * chief.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. - The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion as amended.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

STENOGRAPHER TO THE COMMITTEE ON WAR CLAIMS.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following privileged
resolution from the Committee on Accounts.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report it.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 141 (H., Rept. 58).

Resolved, That there shall be paid out of the contingent fund of the
House for the services of a stenographer to the Committes on War
Claims during the sessions nr the Sixty-third Congress compensation at
the rate of f O per month, payment to commence from the time said
stenographer entered upon the discharge of his duties, which shall be
ascertained and evidenced by the chairman of said committee.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, let the committee amendment be
read.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend by striking out all of the resolution after the word ‘ House,”
in line 2, and inserting the following : ** the sum of $150 to V. L. Almond
for services rendered s stencgrapher to the Committee on War Claims
from June §, 1913, to August 5, 1913.”

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I did not quite understand what
the amendment was.

Mr. LLOYD. This resolution provides for a stenographer
for the Committee on War Claims. It has been customary
heretofore to give the Committee on War Claims a session ste-
nographer, The amendment of the Committee on Accounts pro-
vides for two months' salary for the stenographer, and the Com-
mittee on War Claims agreed to get along without a stenog-
rapher for the rest of the period of the extra session.

Mr. MANN. That is, the resolution provides for only——

Mr. LLOYD. Only two months’ salary at the rate of $75 per
month,

Mr. MANN. Why is not a stenographer authorized and neces-
sary to do this committee work?

Mr. LLOYD. The clerks can perform the duty. It is not
necessary to have the stenographer.

Mr. MONDELL. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield to me
for a question?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Missouri yield?

Mr., LLOYD, Yes.

Mr. MONDELIL. There has been some discussion as to the
practice of providing annual clerks in place of the session clerks
that are usually provided. What is the ordinary or usual pay
of a session clerk?

Mr, LLOYD. A session clerk of an expenditure committee
receives $125 per month. A session clerk of any other com-
mittee receives $6 per day.

Mr. MONDELL. An annual clerk, if provided.for, would
receive what amount?

Mr. LLOYD. Whatever the House would agree upon.

Mr. MONDELL. I mean, ordinarily.

Mr, LLOYD. About $1,600. That is what they are asking.

Mr. MONDELIL. Then, so far as the expense is concerned,
in these days when we are in session all the time, there is no
difference in the matter of expense between $125-per-month
clerks by the month and a $1,500 clerk by the year. On the
other hand, as to those clerks who are paid $6 a day, if the

House iIs to remain in session the greater part of the year they
are receiving higher compensation than they would if they were
on an annual salary.

Mr. MANN. They are not getting anything now.

Mr. LLOYD. They would receive $6 a day duoring the session,

Mr. MANN. There are no $6-a-day clerks now, are there?

Mr, LLOYD. Yes

Mr, MANN, They are not, aceording to my understanding,
carried in the appropriation act.

Mr. LLOYD. They receive $6 a day, except the clerks to
expendifure committees,

Mr, MANN, The appropriation bill carries no prmlsiou for
them during the special session?

Mr. LLOYD. No. No provision of the bill earries the s.nn-
ries of session clerks at the extra session.

Mr. MANN. That is what I say.

Mr. MONDELL. But they are provided for and earried along,
are they not?

Mr, LLOYD. The question raised by the gentleman from Illi-
nois [Mr. MAXN] was that they are not paid.

Mr, MANN. I asked if they were paid.

Mr. MONDELL, Do I understand that there are no $6-a-day
session clerks now?

Mr. LLOYD. There is but one session clerk at $6 a day, and
there are no $125-per-month session clerks.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the amend-
ment.

The amendment was agreed to.

The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
tion as amended.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

PAY OF CERTAIN' WITNESSES.

Mr. LLLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I have one more pllvlleged reso-
lation. It is the last one.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 169 (H. Rept. 56).

Resolved, That the Clerk of the Ilouse is hereby authorized to pay
out of the contingent fund, to J. Fred Essary, Carl D. Groat, and
Daniel O'Connell the sum of $2.25 cach, for attendance as witnesses
before the.special committee appointed under authority of House rego-
lution 59, szty third Congress, first sesslon.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr, Speaker, this resolution simply provides for
the payment of the three witnesses who appeared in the Glover
contempt case,

Mr, MANN, Will the gentleman yield? Has not the Com-
mittee on Accounts authority to approve bills for the attendance
of witnesses before committees without bringing resolutions
into the House?

Mr. GARNER. Not for this special committee.

Mr. LLOYD. Not for special committees,

Mr. GARNER. Not unless authorized by the House, and this
committee were not authorized to expend any money whatever.

Mr. MANN. I thought they were auihorized to subpeena
witnesses.

Mr, LLOYD. No.

The SPEAKER. The quesiion is on agreeing to the reso-
lution.

The resolution was agreed fo.

BUST OF WILLIAM PITT,

Mr. THACHER. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that
Senate joint resolution €64, which is now on the Speaker's
table, be taken up for present consideration by the House.

This joint resolution was unanimously agreed to by the
Senate, and is favorably recommended by the Library Com-
mittee, It gives permission to the President, at his personal
request made to Congress, to accept a bust of William Pitt, to
be placed in the White House.

Mr. BARTLETT. Is a similar resolution pending in the
Senate?

Mr. THACHER. Yes.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Massachusetts [Mr,
TrAcHER] asks unanimous consent to take from the Speaker's
table a joint resolution to authorize the President to accept a
bust of William Pitt.

Sir. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, if the gentleman will yield
for a question——

Mr. MANN. Reserving the right to object——

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes; I understand that a slmilar bill
has been reported from the Committee on the Library, although
it is not on the calendar.

Mr. THACHER. It has,

Mr., UNDERWOOD. And that the Committee on the Library
have acted favorably on this matter.

Mr. THACHER. We have recommended it.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. And your purpose in asking unanimous
consent is merely to expedite the passage of the resolution
to-day? g

Mr. THACHER. That is all,

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object, T
did not know that the Committee on the Library had acted
upon the House joint resolution, because I am sure there has
not been a quorum of the committee in the city for some time.

I should have no objection to Lady Paget and other ladies
presenting a bust of William Pitt to the United States, but I
question very much the propriety of inaugurating a custom of
placing in the White House busts or representations of foreign-
ers in any form whatever. The White House is now over-
crowded with pictures of Presidents and their wives. In my
opinion the White House ought to remain sacred to the repre-
sentation of Americans.

There are many places where a bust of William Pitt can be
properly placed without seeking to place it in the one place
of all others in the United States that ought to be kept solely
for American citizens, and for the present I shall object.
[Applause.]

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinois objects.

‘Mr. THACHER. Mr. Speaker, may I have the privilege of
replying to the distingnished gentleman from Illinois?

The SPEAKER. You can not reply to an objection.

Mr. MANN. I am perfectly willing to reserve the right to
object.

i[r. THACHER. In the first place I want to contradict one
statement made by the distinguished gentleman from Illinois.
May I have that privilege?

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illineis has withdrawn
his objection temporarily.

Mr. THACHER. The gentleman from Illinois stated that he
knew that we had had no quorum of our committee in Wash-
ington for some time back. Two of the members of that com-
mittee, the gentleman from Texas [Mr. StaypeEN] and the gen-
tleman from Missouri [Mr. BarrHoLDT], are attending The
Hague peace convention as delegates.

The other three Members are the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Tex Evck], the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr.
Burke], and myself. It is quite true that there was no quorum
actually present in Washington. The President sent a message
asking the gracious consent of Congress. That was on the 4th
of August. and that message was read in this House. I pre-
sume the Members here heard it read. I tried to get hold of the
gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. Burke]. I caused to be
sent to him a copy of this joint resolution and a copy of the
President’s request, and he authorized his signature to the
favorable recommendation of the resolution.

AMr. MANN. If the gentleman from Massachusetts will allow
me, I did not mean to criticize the committee for having made a
report because there was no quorum. If the gentleman so
understood me, and perhaps it was quite natural, I want to say
that I did not mean it in that respect at all. I supposed that
the committee had made no report, because I knew that there
was no quornm here.

Mr. THACHER. I thought the gentleman did not quite under-
stand the fact that I had consulted with the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. BURKE].

Mr. MANN. As far as that is concerned, the gentleman might
consult them all and it would make no difference.

The SPEAKER. The rule or decision is that it takes an
actual quorum gathered together at one place.

Mr. MANN. But, Mr. Speaker, I was not making any point
upon that at all.

The SPEAKER. The Chair understands that; the Chair was
stating it for the information of all Members of the House, be-
canse this question was elaborately argued last summer in the
matter of the Coosa River Dam proposition. ;

Mr. TEMPLE. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THACHER. Yes.

Mr. TEMPLE. This is a request to place a bust of William
Pitt in the White House.

My, THACHER. A request came from the President of the
United States asking permission of Congress, which he has to
have, to accept a gift of the bust of William Pitt, swhom he
called the friend and champion of America, to be put in the
White House.

Mr. TEMPLE. It seems to me that when it comes as a re-
yuest from the President of the United States we ought to bear
in mind those who have had the opportunity of visiting Windsor
Castle that in the chamber known as the King's closet in that
castle there is a fine oil painting of Thomas Jefferson, a signer
of the Declaration of Independence. It seems to me that if
that can be put in the King's closet at Windsor Castle, we might
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put in the White House, at the request of the President of the
United States, a bust of William Pitt. [Applause.]

Mr. MADDEN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. TEMPLE. If I have any time.

Mr. THACHER. I will yield to the gentleman.

Mr. MADDEN. I just want to say that I wonder whether
Windsor Castle is not the private property of the King, and that
he has a right to put there anything he sees fit.

Mr. THACHER. Mr. Speaker, I trust that my good friend
from Illinois will withdraw his objection.

Mr. MANN. If the gentleman from Massachusetts wants to
address the House I will reserve the objection.

Mr. THACHER. The gentleman from Iilineis said we had
no room in the White House for a statue of Willinm Pitt.

Mr. COOPER. Will the gentleman permit an inferruption at
that point?

Mr. THACHER. Certainly.

Mr. COOPER. The gentleman has used the name of William
Pitt. Is it William Pitt, Lord Chatham, or his son William
Pitt, the great parliamentary leader?

. ]\{Ir THACHER. The Earl of Chatham, that is his title, I
elieve. A

The SPEAKER. It is the Earl of Chatham.

Mr. COOPER. Yes; the elder Chatham, our friend during the
Revolution.

Mr. THACHER. That is true. Pittsburgh, Pa., and Pitts-
field, in my own State, were named after the elder Pitt, who was
born in 1708.

Mr. COOPER. When the gentleman asks permission to have
put in the White House a statue or a bust of William Pitt, that
would permit a bust or statue of Willlam Pitt, the younger, and
that is not the man at all.

AMr. THACHER. It is the elder Pitt, as I think we all un-
derstand. Now, I want to say a further word in regard to this
matter. If there was one man at the time of the American
Revolution who helped the cause of America it was William
Pitf. We have found room here in this Hall to put a picture
of a foreigner, Gen. Lafayette, and I do not believe the gentle-
man from Illinois objects to that. Lafayette came over here
when hie was a young man. I want to say also that this picture
was painted by a foreigner. Ie came over a young man, gave
up the best part of his life to assist in the cause of liberty.

In regard to William Pitt I want to give the gentleman a
few facts. He was born in 1708. At the age of 27 he became a
member of Parliament. Some 10 years afterwards he became
paymaster of England, where he made a record for honesty in
office much above that of some of his predecessors. He refused
to take a single cent that did not properly belong to him. He
refused to take any interest on Government deposits, which it
had been generally the custom for his predecessors to take, and
put the money in the Bank of England without receiving any
interest. His record was fine throughout, a model of every-
thing that was honest and statesmanlike.

Benjamin Franklin was his friend and he fought for the
cause of American liberty just as much as though he had been
here fighting on the battle field. In 1778 he came into Parlia-
ment an old man on crutches and made a speech in the cause
of America. After the close he fell in convulsions and died
a few weeks after, just as John Quiney Adams was taken out
from this House of Representatives and died a few months
afterwards. I think, on looking into the life of William Pitt,
we will find he was a champion of the cause of liberty in
Ingland and in America, also, and I certainly trust that if
not at this time that at some time later this will be passed.

Mr. SLOAN. Will the gentleman yield?

Mr. THACHER. Yes.

Mr. SLOAN. Is this the same Willlam Pitt, Lord Chatham,
who said during the course of the American Revolution that the
colonists ought not and should not have the right to make even
a horseshoe nail?

Mr. THACHER. William Pitt said he would never consent
to taxing Americans without their consent.

Mr. SLOAN. I was taking a specific statement.

Mr. THACHER. I do not recall it

Mr. SLOAN. I recall it distinetly.

Mr. THACHER. I think the gentleman is mistaken, and T
would be glad to have the gentleman show me that statement.

Mr. SLOAN. The gentleman can find it in any history.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, I have as great an admiration for
William Pitt, Earl of Chatham, as any man on earth now living
or who ever has lived, but I do not believe we ought to have this
reproduction in the White House. It is easy enough to find a
place to puat the bust, and for the present I object.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman frcm Illinois objects

-
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EXTEXSION OF REMAREKS,

Mr. BRITTEN. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent to
extend my remarks in the Rrecorp.

The SPEAKER., On what?

Mr. BRITTEN. 1 desire to show by statement my personal
observation of what I consider the extreme necessity of the
manunfacture of torpedoes, from observations made by me during
a recent visit to the torpedo station at Newport.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Illinols asks unani-
mous consent to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the subject
of torpedoes. Is there objection?

Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, I do not think this is a good
time for the discussion of that subject, and I object.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Bpeaker, if this concludes publie
business to come before the House this morning, the gentleman
from Maryland [Mr. Lewis] desires to address the Honse for
30 minutes, and I ask that he be given unanimous consent to
address the House for 30 minutes.

he SPEAKER. The Chair will state to the House that there
is a speclal order on this Hetch Hetchy bill, which was to have
come up on the 15th of the month and was to be a continuing
order. Now, the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpeErwoob]
asks unanimous consent that the gentleman from Maryland
[Mr. LEwis] be permitted to address the IHouse at this time for
30 minutes. Is there objection?

Mr. RAKER. Mr, Speaker, I understand that if this request
for unanimous consent is given the gentleman from Maryland
it will not interfere with the regular order?

' *The SPEAKER, It will not affect it at all.

. Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I will say I would not
make this request at this time to get in the way of the gentle-
man's bill if it were not for the fact that I intend to move that
the House adjourn before 2 o'clock, because we are going to
hold a Democratie caucus.

Mr. MANN. I understood the Hetch Hetchy bill was not to
be brought up this morning,

.. The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, veserving the right to object, I
want to say I shall not object to the request of the gentleman
from Alabama that the gentleman from Maryland may address
the House because I told the gentleman from Maryland [Mr.
Lewis] I would not object. Hereafter I shall object to any
insertions in the REcorp, or extension of any remarks of any
kind, until the Democratic side is willing to concede to the
Republican side of the House ordinary courtesy.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr, MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to object,
I do not see any reason why one Member of the House should
be given unanimous consent to address the House and another
 Member of the House refused such consent. My colleagne has
! tried two or three times now to get the consent of the House
to extend his remarks in the Recorp on the subject of torpedoes.

It is a subject in which all the American people are inter-
ested, and I have not any doubt but that the gentleman would
be able to discourse upon it intelligently and instructively; but
‘X shall object to any persons being given the right to address
the House unless the gentleman from 1llinois is given unanimous
consent to extend his remarks.

Mr. SAUNDERS. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield
to me?

Mr. MADDEN. I have not the floor, I think.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will yield to the gentleman from
YVirginia.

Mr. SAUNDERS. Evidently these remarks grow out of the
fact that I objected a few moments ago to the extension of re-
marks in the Recorp relating to the necessity for additional
battleships and torpedoes. I objected for the reason that I
did not regard this as an appropriate time to insert such mat-
ter in the Recorp, and not, of course, for any personal reasons
relating to the gentleman from Illinols [Mr. BriTTEN].

I do not possess the pleasure of the acquaintance of the gen-
tleman from Illinois. Hence there is nothing personal in my ob-
{jection to his request. If the gentlemen on the other side of the
Chamber think that there is any reason why the subject of
parcel post should not be discussed at this time, it is perfectly
competent and proper for them to object to the request of the
gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNpERWOOD].

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I object.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Speaker, reserving the right to ohject, as I
stated—and the gentleman from Virginia [Mr. Sauxpers] prob-
ably was not in the Hall at the time—every request made
from this side of the House for more than a week to speak and
extend remarks in the Recorp has been objected to by Members

-

on that side of the House. It is a pretty poor excuse to say
that this is not a good time in which to discuss torpedoes.
Mr. MADDEN. Mr. Speaker, I objected.

ADJOURNMENT,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at 1 ¢’clock and 12
minutes p. m.) the House, under its previous order, adjonrned

until Tuesday, August 20, 1913, at 12 o'clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting,
with a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on preliminary
examination of Arkansas River, Ark., below Dardanelle, Ark,
with a view to the improvement of the navigation of said river
(H. Doe. No, 202); to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors
and ordered to be printed, with illustration.

2. A letter from the Acting Secretary of War, transmitting,
with a letter from the Chief of Engineers, report on examina-
tion of Licking River, Ky., with a view to the preventlon of a
cut-off at the town of Farmers, consideration being given to any
tender of cooperation on the part of local interests (H. Doc.
No. 201) ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors and ordered
to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
RESOLUTIONS.

Under claunse 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Mr. CARTER, from the Committee on Indian Affairs, to
which was referred the bill (8. 2711) to provide for the acquir-
ing of station grounds by the Great Northern Railway Co. in
the Colville Indian Reservation in the State of Washington,
reported the same without amendment, accompanied by a re-
port (No. 54), which said bill and report were referred to the
Commitiee of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Mr. POST, from the Committee on Elections No. 1, to which
was referred the resolution (H. Res. 231) declaring William J,
MacDonald duly elected a Representative from the twelfth con-
gressional district of Michigan, reported the same without
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 60), which said bill
and report were referred to the House Calendar.

Mr. FLOOD of Virginia, from the Committee on Foreign
Affairs, to which was referred the bill (8. 2819) authorizing the
appointment of an ambassador to Spain, reported the same
without amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 37, pt. 2),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

CHANGE OF REFEREXCE.

Under clause 2 of Rule XXII, the Committee on Pensions
was discharged from the consideration of the bill (H. R. 3085)
granting a pension to Virginia M. Gaspard, and the same was
referred to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS.

Under clause 3 of Rule XXTT, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were iniroduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. RUBEY : A bill (H. R. T616) to prohibit interference
with commerce among the States and Territories and with for-
eign nations, and to remove obstructions thereto, and to pro-
hibit the transmission of certain messages by telegraph, tele-
phone, cable, or other means of communication between States
and Territories and foreign nations; to the Committee on Agri-
culture.

By Mr. LONERGAN: A bill (H. R. 7592) appropriating money
for the improvement of the Connecticnt River Long
Island Sound and Hartford, Conun.; to the Committee on Rivers
and Harbors.

By Mr. GARNER (by request) : A bill (H, R, T593) to estab-
lish in the Department of Agriculture a bureau to be known as
the market bureau; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RAYBURN: A bill (H. R, 7594) to amend the act of
Congress entitled “An act to authorize the construction of a
bridge across the Red River and to establish it as a post road,”
approved January 28, 1010; to the Committee on Interstate and
Foreign Commerce.
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By Mr. KAHN: A bill (H. R. 7595) providing for the free im-
portation of articles intendeid for foreign buildings and exhibits
at the Panama-Pacific International Exposition, and for the pro-
tection of foreign exhibitors; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. CONNELLY of Kensas: A bill (H. R. 7596) to in-
crease the limit of. cost of the United States post-office building
at Beloit, Kans.; to the Committee on Public Buildings and
Grounds.

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska : A bill (H. R. 7597) to author-
jze the Secretary of the Interior to provide special rules and
regulations for the opening to homestead entry of lands elimi-
nated from the Nebraska National Forest Reserve by presi-
dential proclamation March 1, A. D. 1913; to the Committee
on the Public Lands.

Also, a bill (H. R. T598) permitting minors of the age of 18
years or over to make homestead entry or other entry of the
publie lands of the United States; to the Committee on the
Public Lands.

By Mr., MAHAN: A bill (H. R. 7599) granting two con-
demned eannon to the city of Rockville, Conn.; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TAVENNER : A bill (H. R. 7600) regulating the sal-
ary of rural letter carriers; to the Committee on the Post Office
and Post Roads.

By Mr. CARY: A bill (H. R. 7601) authorizing the Navy
Department to offer and pay rewards for the detection of viola-
tions of the antitrust act of July 2, 1890; to the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. THOMAS: A bill (H. R. 7602) for the benefit of rail-
}\{raydposta[ clerks; to the Committee on the Post Oflice and Post

oads.

Also, a bill (H. IRR. 7603) to erect a statue of Jefferson Davis
in the Jefferson Davis Home Park, at Fairview, Ky.; to the
Committee on the Library.

Also, a bill (H. . T7604) to correct the military record and
provide for the granting of pensions to survivors of certain
battalions of Kentucky Militia; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 7605) for the erection of a public building
at Central City, Mullenberg County, Ky.; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds,

Also, a bill (H. It. 7606) for the erection of a public building
at Russellville, Logan County, Ky.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. I’ENGLE: A bill (H. R. T607) to provide for the
examination and survey of St. Lucie Inlet, Palm Beach County,
I'la. ; to the Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

Also, a bill (H. R, TG08) to provide for the examination and
survey of New River, Dade County, Fla.; to the Committee on
Rivers and Harbhors.

Also, a bill (H. B. T609) to provide for the examination and
survey of Lake Worth Inlet, Palm Beach County, Fla.; to the
Committee on Rivers and Harbors.

By Mr. RUBEY: A bill (H. . 7610) to establish a fish-
cultural station in Shanuon County, in the State of Missouri;
to the Cominittee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

Also, a bill (I, R. 7611) to fix the mileage of Senators, Rep-
resentatives, and Delegates in Congress; to the Committee on
Mileage.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7612) to amend section 2 of an act ap-
proved April 19, 1908, entitled “An act to increase the pension
of widows, minor children, ete., of deceased soldiers and sailors
of the late Civil War, the War with Mexico, the various Indian
wars, etc.,, and to grant a pension to certain widows of the de-
censed soldiers and sailors of the late Civil War ”; to the Com-
mittes on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7613) to provide for the securing of de-
posits in postal savings banks in cities and towns of less than
10,060 inhabitants, by personal bonds or the bonds of bonding
companies, when such deposits shall be deposited in National or
State banks loeated in such cities or towns; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads. ]

Also, a bill (H. R. 7614) to extend the provisions of the pen-
sion act of May 11, 1912, to the officers and enlisted men of all
State militia and other State organizations that rendered service
to the Union cause during the Civil War for a period of 90 days
or more, and providing pensions for their widows, minor chil-
dren, and dependent parents, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. IR. 7615) to authorize the payment of pensions
monthly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7616) providing that the United States
shall in certain cases make compensation for the use of high-

ways for carrying free rural-delivery mail; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (IL. R. 7617) to provide
for warning signals for vessels working on wrecks or engaged
in dredging or other submarine work; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 7618) to amend the
111‘ew three-year homestead law; to the Commiitee on the Public

ands.

Br Mr. FERRIS: A bill (H. R. 7€19) providing for the pur-
chase of a site and th2 erection thereon of a public building at
Anadarko, in the State of Oklahoma; to the Committee on
Public Buildings and Grounds.

By Mr. BYRNS of Tennessee: A bill (H. R. 7620) to provide
for the appointment of a distriet judge in the middle and east-
ern judicial districts in the State of Tennessee, and for other
purposes; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. SLOAN: A bill (H. R. 7621) authorizing the President
of the United States to appoint ecertain persons in the Regular
Army and place them upon the retired list; to the Committee on
Military Affairs.

By Mr. RUBEY: A bill (H. R. 7622) to prohibit interference
with commerce among the States and Territories and with for-
eizn nations, and to remove obstructions thereto, and to pro-
hibit the transmission of certain messages by telegraph, tele-
phone, cable, or other means of communication between States
and Territories and foreign nations; to the Committee on Agri-
culture,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7623) to prohibit interference with com-
merce among the States and Territories and with foreign na-
tions, and to remove obstructions thereto, and to prehibit the
transmission of certain messages by telegraph, telephone, cable,
or other means of communication between States and Terri-
tories and foreign nations; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. CLARK of Florida: Resolution (H, Res. 230) seek-
ing information relative to the Monroe doctrine; to the Com-
mittee on Foreign Affairs.

By Mr. POST: Resolution (H. Res. 231) declaring that
William J. MacDonald was elected a Represenfative to the
Sixty-third Congress; to the House Calendar.

By Mr. HAWLEY : Memorial of the Legislature of Oregon,
asking Congress io investigate the grain-bag monopoly; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, memorial of the Legislature of the State of Oregon,
urging passage of a bill for relief of Harry IIill and others
known as the “ Sherman County settlers”; to the Committee
on Claims.

By Mr. GARNER: Memorial of the Legislature of Texas,
favoring investigation and consideration of methods of munrket-
ing farm products; to the Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. ALLEN: A bill (H. R. 7624) for the relief of William
Pool ; to the Committee on Claims.

Also, a bill (H, R, 7625) for the relief of Mathias Meyer; to
the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. ANDERSON: A bill (H. R. 7628) granting a peusion
to Thomas O'Reilly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7627) granting an increase of pension o
Victoria Capon; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. ASHBROOK: A bill (. R. 7628) granting an in-
crease of pension to Christina Frank; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. BROCKSON: A bill (H. R. 7629) granting an in-
crease of pension to Jacob C. Wilson; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7630) for the relief of George Hallman;
to the Committee on Claims. z :

By Mr. BURKE of South Dakota: A bill (H. R. 7631) for the
relief of Bert H. Clark, Gustaf A. Bengston, Maud A. Graham,
Grace A, Graham, Lee Hurley, Emma I. Gordon, Mabel H.
Dwight, and Nellie A. Pardy; to the Committee on the Publie
Lands.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 7632) granting
an increase of pension to Maggie E. Parsons; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DENT : A bill (H. R. 7633) for the relief of the per-
sonal representative of Charles W. Hammond, deceased; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. DOOLITTLE: A bill (H. R. 7034) granting an in-
crease of pension to Allen C. Mager; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.
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By Mr. DYER: A bill (H. R. 7635) graniing a pension to
Edward Dodsworth; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7620) granting a pension to Joseph Glass;
to the Commitfee on Penslons.

By Mr. FREAR: A bill (H. R. T63T) granting a pension to
John H. Rodemeyer; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T638) granting an increase of pension to
Christopher Schwedus; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. FRENCH : A bill (H. R. 7639) for the relief of Myron
‘A. Brownlee; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. GRIFFIN: A bill (H. R. T640) for the relief of
David Crowther; to the Committee cn Military Affairs.

By Mr. HAWLEY : A bill (H. R. 7641) granting a pension to
John A. Seeber; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KIESS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 7642) granting
an increase of pension to George J. Horton; to the Commitiee
on Invalid Pensions. :

By Mr. KINKAID of Nebraska: A bill (H. R. 7643) granting
a pension to Edward P. Child; to the Committee on Pensions,

By Mr. EONOP: A bill (H. R. 7644) granting an increase of
pension to Jacob Kohl; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. LEWIS of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 7645) grant-
ing a pension to Sarah A. Hamersly; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. MARTIN: A bill (H. R. 7646) granting an increase
glf pension to James Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-

ons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7647) granting an increase of pension to
Harvey Smith, alias Harvey Guthrie; to the Committee on In-
valid Pensions,

By Mr. PALMER: A bill (H. R. 7648) granting an increase
of pension to Elinor F. Rodenbough; to the Cominittee on In-
valid Pensions.

By Mr. PEPPER : A bill (H. R. 7649) granting an increase of
pension to Otto Burkart; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7650) granting an increase of pension to

J. Donohoo; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7651) granting a pension to Nancy E.
Brewer; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7652) granting a pension to Letta BE. Wil-
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 7653) for the relief of Alfred R. Long; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. POST: A bill (H. R. 7654) granting an increase of
pension to Thomas Whitmer; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

By Mr. REILLY of Connecticut: A bill (H. R. 7655) grant-
ing an increase of pension to Isabella Smith; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUBEY: A bill (H. R. 7656) granting a pension to
Samuel H. Barr; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R, 7657) granting an increase of pension to
Avery H. Baucom; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T658) granting a pension to Elizabeth E.
Bennett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7659) for the relief of John C. Bennett;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H, R. 7660) granting a pension to Carrie' Brad-
ley: to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7061) granting an increase of pension to
George Burgess; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7662) granting a pension to Sarah E.
Burress; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions,

Alsp, a bill (H. R. T663) granting a pension to Charles R.
Carter; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, T664) granting a pension to James W.
Chaffen; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7665) for the relief of Cornelius Christ;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7666) granting a pension to Mary A. Clay;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 7667) granting an Increase of pension to
George L. Clonts; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T608) granting a pension to J. Frank Corn-
man; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T669) granting a pension to Minnie J.
Cotrell; to the Committee on Imvalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7670) granting a pension to James L. Cox;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7671) granting a pension to Charles 8.
Davis; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7072) granting a pension to Julia A.
Dugan ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T673) granting an increase of pension to
John Dowell; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7674) granting an incrense of pension to
Moses H. Davis; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T675) granting a pension to Addie David-
son; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7676) granting a pension to Charles Ed-
wards; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T6T7) for the relief of Absalom H. Eggers;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7678) granting a pension to Virginia A.
Elder; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7679) granting a pension to J. F. llis; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7680) granting a pension to John 8. Ellis;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7681) granting a pension to Sylvania
Engle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7682) granting an increase of pension to
John F. Epperson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (I1. R. 7683) granting a pension to Charles Etzel;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T684) granting a pension to Bridget Fen-
nessey ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T885) granting an increase of pension to
Marion A. Franklin; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 7686) granting an increase of pension to
William H. Furber; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T687) granting a pension to John .
Gibson; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7688) granting an increase of pension to
David C. Hardy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7689) for the relief of Noah M. Harmon; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. T690) granting a pension to David Hart-
man; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7691) granting an increase of pension to
William E. Hoover; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7602) granting a pension to John H. Hub-
bard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7693) granting an increase of pension to
Robert Jolley; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7694) granting a pension to George W.
Jones; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7695) granting a pension to Naney D.
Eelly; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7696) for the relief of William Karch; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. T697) granting a pension to Mamie Kieth-
ley; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7698) granting a pension to William F.
Lacy; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7699) granting an increase of pension to
William G. Lane; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7700) for the velief of Henry J. McBroom;
to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7701) granting an increase of pension to
James Manning; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7T702) to correct the military record of
Robert W. Marr; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, a bill (H. I@. 7703) granting an increase of pension to
Levi Maule; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T704) granting an increase of pension to
Franklin A. Minor; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7705) granting an increase of pension to
William F. Monday ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Alse, a bill (H. R. T706) granting a pension to Thomas
Mooney ; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7707) granting an increase of pension to
John ¥. Morrison; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7T708) granting an increase of pension to
Alexander Murphy ;*to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7709) granting a pes:sion to Kelly Murphy;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7710) granting an inerease of pension to
Joseph Odle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7711) granting a pension to Margaret B.
Oursborn ; to the Committee on Invalid Pengions,

Algo, a bill (H. R. 7712) granting a pension to Phaebe F. Phil-
lips; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7713) granting a pension to P. B. Pulley;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R, T714) granting a pension to Rebecca
Rapalyea ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7715) granting a pension to John W, Reid;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.
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Also, a bill (H, R, 7716) granting an increase of pension to
Elias Rippee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7717) granting an increase of pension to
William H, H. Rose; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H, R. 7718) granting a pension to James IL
Itowden ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7719) granting an increase of pension to
Thomas J. Rowlett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7720) granting a pension to Elizabeth
faunders; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7721) granting an increase of pension to
G. 8. Scott; to the Commitiee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7722) granting a pension to Walter Skeen;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7723) granting a pension to Henrietta C.
Stanton; to the Committee on Invalid Penslons.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7724) granting a pension to Sophie
Stephan; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7725) granting an increase of pension to
Josephine D. Btefiins; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7726) granting a pension to Thomas Stock-
ton; to the Conmittee on Invalid Pensions,

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 7727) granting an increase of pension to
W. H. H. Stout; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. T728) granting an increase of pension to
Jerry W. Tallman; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7720) granting a pension to Augustus
Thompson; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (IH. R. 7730) granting a pension to Lauson Thomp-
son; to the Commiitee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T731) granting a pension to Fred Trilsch;
to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7732) granting a pension to Joseph Turn-
bough; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7733) granting an increase of pension fo
Eliza E. Tuttle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7734) for the relief of John Upton; to the
Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a blll (IL R. 7735) granting an increase of pension to
Aaron Walker; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 77368) granting an increase of pension to
Mary Westerfield ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7737) granting a pension to Samuel Whit-
sett; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7738) granting a pension to Abner Wil-
linms; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7739) granting a pension to Nicholas J.
Williams; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7740) for the relief of Erhard Woener; to
the Committee on Military Affairs,

Also, a bill (H. R. 7741) granting a pension to W. Woolsey;
to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 7742) granting a pension fo
James McGeehee; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. I&. 7743) granting a pension to Mary Mackey
Applegate; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. T744) granting a pension to Willlam H.
Strothkamp; to the Commitiee on Pensions.

Also, & bill (H. R. 7745) granting an inecrease of pension to
James Uzzle; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STEENERSON: A bill (H. R. 7746) granting an in-
crease of pension to James M. Howes; to the Committee on
Invalid Persions.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: A bill (H. R. 7747) grant-
ing an inecrease of pension to Mary E. Paup; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 7748) for fhe relief of A. E. Wagstiaff; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. TAVENNER: A bill (H. R. 7749) granting a pension
to Andrew J. Leonard; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By AMr. TREADWAY : A bill (H. R. 7750) granting a pension
to Clara E. Brass; to the Commitfee on Invalid Pensions.

PETITIOXNS, ETC.
. Under ¢lnuse 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were Ilaid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By Mr. ANDERSON: Papers to accompany bill granting a
pension to Thomas O'Reilly; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pen-
sion to Victoria Capan; to the Committee.on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DALE: Petition of the National Liguor League of
the Unlted States at Chieago, Ill., protesting against an appro-
priation to pay the expenses of delegates to the Anti-Saloon
League eonvention at Milan, Italy; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

Algo, petition of the Association of German Authors of Amer-
fca, frotesting against a duty on books printed in foreign
languages; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr, DYER : Petition of the St. Louis Branch of the Rail-
way Mall Assoclation, favoring admission in time of peace of
railway postal clerks in the service of the United States to the
AE’my and Navy Hospital; to the Committee on Military
Affairs.

Also, petition of the United Commercial Travelers of Amer-
fca at Carthage, Mo., favoring l-cent letter postage; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of the National Liquor League of the United
States at Chicago, Ill, and the Missourl State Liquor Dealers’
Association, profesting against the payment of the expenses of
Anti-Saloon League delegates to their convention at Milan,
Italy; to the Committee on Appropriations.

By Mr. GRATIAM of Pennsylvania : Petition of the Association
of German Authors of America, protesting against the duty on
?{ooka in foreign langunages; to the Committee on Ways and

eans.

By Mr. LEE of Pennsylvania: Petition of the Association
of German Authors of America, protesting against the pro-
posed import tax on books printed in a ianguage other than
English; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. LEWIS of Pennsylvania: Papers to accompany bill
granting a pension to SBarah A. Hamersly; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. MANN: Petitions of sundry citizens of Chieago, pro-
testing against a tax on books printed in foreign languages; to
the Committee on Ways and Means,

By Mr. MARTIN: Papers to accompany bill granting an in-
crease of pension to Harvey Smith; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, papers to accompany bill granting an increase of pen-
sion to Jones Clark; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. REILLY of Connecticut: Petition of Housatonic Val-
ley Pomona Grange, No. 10, South Kent, Conn., favoring the
administration policy in regard to an enlarged parcel post; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr, SABATH: Petition of the Association of German
Authors of America, New York, N. Y., protesting against the
proposed import tax on books printed in a language other than
English ; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. SCULLY : Petition of the Assgociation of German Au-
thors of America, protesting against a duty on books printed in
foreign languages; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of the German-American Alliance of Middlesex
Branch, N. J., protesting against a duty on books published in
foreign languages; to the Committee on Ways and Means.

By Mr. STEPHENS of California: Petition of the Los An-
geles Chamber of Commerce, of Los Angeles, Cal, favoring a
strong Navy for the United States; to the Committee on Naval
Affairs.

By Mr. WILLIS : Petition of the Association of German Au-
thors of America, protesting against a duty on books printed in
foreign languages; to the Committee on Ways and Menns.

By Mr. WILSON of New York: Petition of the Association
of German Authors of Ameriea, protesting against the proposed
duty on books printed in foreign languages; to the Committee
on Ways and Means,

By Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota: Petition of the North
Dakota State Retail Jewelers’ Association, favoring the passage
of legislation respecting the sale of watches; to the Committee
on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

SENATE.
Saturpay, August 23, 1913.

The Senate met at 11 o’clock a. m.
Prayer by the Chaplain, Rev. Forrest J. Prettyman, D. D.
The Journal of yesterday's proceedings was read and approved.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS,

Mr. SHEPPARD. I present a resolution adopted by the
Legislature of Texas relative to the marketing of farm products.
I ask that the resolution may be printed in the Recorp and
referred to the Committee on Agriculture and Forestry.

There being no objection, the resolution was referred fo the
Committee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be
printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Whereas there are thousands of dollars lost to the farmers of Texas
overy gem: through Inadequate marketing facllities and imperfect
knowledge In regard to the same; and

Whereas every farmers’ organization in Texas has declared in favor of
State and Federal aid to better marketing conditions; and

Whereas this legislature In the present session has appropriated $15,000
to be used in gathering and distributing information  in regnni to
more efficient methods of marketing farm crops : Therefore be it
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